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PREFACE 


The Methodist Episcopal ritual, or liturgy, has 
recently been subjected to an extensive revision, 
and many radical changes have been made in its 
verbal forms and even in its thought. 

Prior to these modifications the Church gen- 
erally had no opportunity to know what was pro- 
posed, or to critically examine the proposed 
changes. Now, however, after the supposed 
adoption, and the matter was presumed to be 
settled, this extended revision has been printed 
in the Book of Discipline, and is accessible to 
the public and open to investigation, and the 
Church should acquaint itself with the changes 
and their bearings. 

The Church should ascertain whether the 
modifications are beneficial or injurious, and if 
the changes have marred the expressions, or have 
weakened, blotted out, or corrupted the teach- 
ings of the truth, the Church should then con- 
sider what should be done to right the wrong. 

Any member of the Church has a right to criti- 
cally study the new ritual, and it may be his 
special duty to do so, and, under this liberty, and 
in view of the serious possibilities, probabilities, 
and certainties involved, we have made an in- 
quiry as to the facts, their nature, their tenden- 
cies, and their effects. 

We do not know what individual prepared all, 
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or parts, of the present ritual. The work was 
in the hands of a commission, but observation 
has shown that, in a committee, or commission, 
often one person has done the real work, while 
others have acquiesced. 

However, we are not concerned with the indi- 
vidual, or individuals, who did the work, but 
rather, with the document itself, just as the im- 
portant thing is not who drew up a bond, but 
what is in the bond, what the bond says, and 
how it says it. So we consider this document 
on its merit, or demerit, as the case may be. 

If the work is faulty, it matters not how great 
or learned may be the man who made the mis- 
take, for the personality is not an extenuating 
circumstance or a remedy, and the error should 
be rectified. 

The Church cannot afford to be indifferent to 
radical changes in its ritual. It should know 
what the changes are, what is their tendency, 
and what will be their effect. If the changes are 
injurious, then the Church should demand a 
reversal, and find a way by which the wrong can 
be righted, and it should be righted without de- 
lay, for a ritual touches that which is most vital ; 
as it touches the religious thought, the religious 
faith, and the religious life of the Church. 


THOMAS B. NEELY. 
Philadelphia, 
April 14, 1920. 
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CHAPTER I 
A RITUAL 


A ritual is not a mere order of service, or an 
ephemeral programme, which may be changed in 
a moment with any one’s changing whim or fluc- 
tuating fancy. It is a full, or more or less elab- 
orate, form, constructed with great care, and 
intended to be permanent, or as nearly so, as may 
be with the best and most important human for- 
mulations. 

A ritual, or liturgy, touches the most impor- 
tant things in the Church, and is expressive of 
the most sacred thoughts and convictions of the 
Church. It is based on a theology, and more or 
less of an ecclesiastical polity, and embodies the 
doctrines, or most of the fundamental faiths, of 
the Church by which it was constructed. 

A ritual is most carefully written, phrased 
with the most painstaking use of language, and 
intended to be repeated with great verbal ex- 
actness and vocal expressiveness, over and over 
again, and to be listened to through the long 
years of childhood, youth, maturity, and old age, 
and through the generations, so that the very 
word forms become familiar, and are so firmly 
fixed in the memory, that at pleasure they may 
readily be repeated by the people, and that word 
for word, and, frequently, these phrases of de- 
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vout and learned men have associated with them 
verbatim quotations from the Sacred Scriptures. 

Forms thus made, and with such a history and 
use, should be regarded with respect bordering 
on reverence, and protected with the greatest 
possible care, for such formulations are not to 
be treated lightly, or disturbed recklessly, or 
changed hastily. 

The conductor of the service should himself be 
profoundly impressed by the meaning and inten- 
tion of the duly formulated expressions of faith 
and devotion, and give the service as the Church 
which made it has directed. The reader should 
employ an elocution appropriate to divine wor- 
ship, and which brings out the full meaning of 
each paragraph and every word, while the par- 
ticipants in the service should listen reverently 
and perform their part with dignity and in the 
spirit of devotion. 

Such forms do not necessarily mean religious 
formality, for a highly developed spirituality 
may exist in connection with a well written 
liturgy, while the liturgical forms make for order 
and orderliness in the religious worship of the 
congregation, for accuracy of statement as to 
religious truth, and for uniformity throughout 
the local churches and the entire body of the 
Church. For such reasons Wesley himself used 
and made a liturgy and urged its use by his 
followers. 

The ritual of a Christian Church ranks next to 
its Articles of Religion, and should not be re- 
garded as inferior to its written Constitution, be- 
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cause it involves doctrinal beliefs which are not 
of less importance than points of polity. It is 
also presumed to be most carefully prepared, and 
to have its teachings expressed in exact terms, 
though, perhaps, not after the precise fashion of 
Articles of Religion, and, yet, so that much, if 
not all, of the: Church’s doctrinal teaching might 
be gathered from the ritual forms, 

The Methodist Episcopal Church is a liturgi- 
cal, or semi-liturgical Church, for it has always 
had fixed forms of service, even with printed 
prayers and certain forms of words which were 
legally authorized and ordered. 

Its ritual, as first prepared by John Wesley, 
was a direct descendant from the Anglican forms 
of service, as found in the Book of Common 
Prayer of the Church of England, as it was in 
the last quarter of the Eighteenth Century, and, 
therefore, was an inheritance from all the Chris- 
tian ages, the ancient, the medieval, and the early 
Protestant. 

Wesley, however, did not simply transcribe the 
Anglican liturgy, just as it was, but took it as 
the basis for his service forms, and then made 
radical changes in the phrasing and teaching of 
the venerated liturgy of the Church of England, 
making it briefer, and in harmony with his ma- 
turest views, so that Wesley’s ritual, the “Sunday 
Service,” etc., notwithstanding its similarities, 
which were many, was a very different document 
from the liturgy of the Anglican body, or any 
other. 

It should be kept in mind that Wesley’s liturgy 
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was not the old Anglican liturgy, made centuries 
ago, shortly after the beginning of the Protestant 
Reformation, but a liturgy made and published 
in 1784, on the basis of the liturgy then in use 
in the Church of England, but with eliminations 
and other changes, greatly modifying the com- 
mon liturgy, and, particularly, in its doctrinal 
suggestiveness. Arguments, therefore, drawn 
from the time of Henry VIII and thereabouts 
may have no application to the product of Wes- 
ley’s time. 

As to the rank of the ritual, or liturgy, of the 
Methodist Episcopal Church, among its various 
formulations of doctrine, at the present time, 
the average member of the Church appears to — 
have very indefinite ideas, if he has any ideas at 
all. This should no longer be the case, but all 
should have an intelligent and accurate concep- 
tion of the documents, which grouped together, 
are termed the ritual. 

The ritual originally was in the Service Book 
which John Wesley prepared for his followers 
in America, and it was called “The Sunday 
Service, with other Occasional Services.” It 
was printed in Bristol, England, and brought 
over in sheets and bound in the United States 
of America, and used in the American churches. 

These services were adopted by the Organizing 
Conference, of 1784, just as it adopted the Ar- 
ticles of Religion, which Wesley had sent over 
in the same Service Book, and this implies that 
the ritual was to be a permanent feature in the 
new Church, like the Articles of Religion. 


CHAPTER II 


THE COMMISSION’S REVISION IN 1916 


For the present we are to consider the propo- 
sitions submitted and the changes made in the 
Ritual of the Methodist Episcopal Church at the 
General Conference of nineteen hundred and six- 
teen. 

A commission on the revision of the ritual, 
which had been appointed in nineteen hundred 
and twelve, brought to that General Conference 
a proposed ritual, which was a revision of the 
service book of the Church as recognized and in 
use at that time. 

The report may be characterized as a whole- 
sale revision, as it reviewed all the service forms, 
and proposed many, and some exceedingly radi- 
cal, and extensive modifications. 

Limitations on this work will prevent the 
statement and discussion of every proposal, but 
the endeavor will be to state significant propo- 
sitions, which will indicate the trend of the docu- 
ment generally. 

The commission of nineteen hundred and six- 
teen submitted some very striking changes, in- 
cluding both eliminations and substitutions, and 
in this consideration, it is to be remembered that 
a revision of a ritual is to be judged from what 
it cuts out, as well as what it puts in, and also 
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from the apparent motive in the various modifi- 
cations. 

In the baptismal services the commission of 
nineteen hundred and sixteen made a consider- 
able number of changes. Thus in the service 
for the baptism of infants there were many 
marked modifications. 

At the opening of the service for the baptism of 
infants the commission omitted: “Dearly Be- 
loved, forasmuch as all men are conceived and 
born in sin,” etc., substituting: ‘Dearly Be- 
loved, forasmuch as God in His great mercy hath 
entered into covenant relation with man,” etc. 

It was said the form of the language and the 
thought in the old service was not needed at the 
baptism of an infant, because the language was 
not for the infant and could not be understood 
by the child, whereas the fact is the address was 
for the parents and others of mature years, 
who were present and could comprehend the 
meaning of the words and the sentiment. 

One speaker seemed to suggest, as a reason for 
changing the words and the thought, that the 
passage was still preserved in the commission’s 
service for the baptism of adults, but this was 
an error, for from its “Order for the Administra- 
tion of Baptism to such as are of Riper Years,” 
these very words were also eliminated, though 
the candidates were not infants without power 
of comprehension, but persons “of riper years.” 
In both places the commission was determined 
to get rid of the declaration that “all men are 
conceived and born in sin,” etc. 
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Leaving out “Forasmuch as all men are con- 
ceived and born in sin” will be regarded as weak- 
ening the doctrine of “original sin,” or natural 
depravity, and some will say that the idea of 
natural depravity has been entirely omitted. 

Plainly there has been an omission of expres- 
Sive phrases which were positively declaratory 
as to man’s moral nature, and the substitution 
of expressions, which, to say the most, only leave 
the doctrines obscure, or remotely inferential, 
and really are not intended ‘to say that much. 

That the elimination of the words “all men 
are conceived and born in sin,” as a matter of 
fact, has been understood to be a blow against 
the doctrine of human moral depravity, is evi- 
dent from a quotation from “The Outlook,” 
which has appeared in one of our Church organs. 

In “The Outlook” of June 7, 1916, Doctor 
Lyman Abbott says: “The spirit of the Confer- 
ence was unmistakably practical rather than 
theological, and therefore, liberal rather than re- 
actionary. . . . The report of a commission 
on the ritual of the Church indicated the same 
spirit. It struck out from the baptismal service 
for children the words: ‘Forasmuch as all men 
are conceived and born in sin,’ a phrase which, 
transferred from poetry in the Old Testament 
to theological doctrine in a modern ritual con- 
notes Original Sin, Infant Depravity, and Bap- 
tismal Regeneration.” 

However, it is an error to say that it carries 
in it baptismal regeneration. Doctor Lyman 
Abbott, a liberal of another denomination, never- 
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theless, did understand the words to indicate 
Original Sin and Infant Depravity, and also 
that the General Conference meant by striking 
out the words in question to deny the thing theo- 
logians have termed original sin and natural de- 
pravity, but the General Conference of itself can- 
not change the doctrinal statements duly made 
by the Church, and no act of the General Con- 
ference alone can change an Article of Religion, 
and “Article VII of Original or Birth Sin” 
reads: “Original sin standeth not in the fol- 
lowing of Adam (as the Pelagians do vainly 
talk), but it is the corruption of the nature of 
every man, that naturally is engendered of the 
offspring of Adam, whereby man is very far 
gone from original righteousness, and of his own 
nature inclined to evil, and that continually.” 

That still stands and could not, and cannot, 
be changed by the commission, the General Con- 
ference, or by any body of revisers. 

It should be noted at ‘the same time that 
neither the statement in the baptismal service, 
nor the Seventh Article of Religion of the Meth- 
odist Episcopal Church, proclaims “total de- 
pravity,” when interpreted as meaning that one 
is so depraved at birth that his badness was so 
bad that it could not be worse, or become worse, 
but that his “nature (is) inclined to evil.” Fur- 
ther, the doctrine of man’s being “totally de- 
praved,” so that he could not be worse, when 
he is born, has never been taught in the formu- 
laries or articles of the Methodist Episcopal 
Church. 
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Some writers have used the expression “total 
depravity,” not as meaning total, in the abso- 
lute sense, but in its pervasiveness, as affecting 
the entire being. It is also stated that the idea 
of total depravity was taken out of the article 
of the Anglican Church by the Reformers, who 
inserted, “whereby man is very far gone from 
original righteousness,” and it will be remem- 
bered that it was long after that time that Wes- 
ley used the service forms of the Church of Eng- 
land as a basis for his service book. 

From the service for the baptism of infants 
the Commission also took out of the declarative 
form the words, “and that our Saviour Christ 
saith, except a man be born of water and of the 
Spirit he cannot enter into the Kingdom of God.” 
So even Christ’s words had to be eliminated. 

The commission took out the three prayers, 
including “that all carnal affections may die in 
him”; that he “may have power and strength 
to have victory, and to triumph over the devil, 
the world, and the flesh,” and the declaration 
that God’s “most dearly beloved Son Jesus 
Christ, for the forgiveness of our sins did shed 
out of His Most precious side both water and 
blood.” 

These omissions are quite of a piece with the 
commission’s other eliminations as to sin and 
sinful tendencies in the nature of man. Here 
there is no longer the prayer for the death of 
carnal affections, or for power to have moral 
victory, or to triumph over the flesh, the world, 
and all forms of evil, and one may ask, whether 
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the striking out of “the devil, the world, and 
the flesh” was to get rid of the world, or the 
flesh, or the devil. As the world and the flesh 
certainly continue, one might infer that it was 
an effort to get rid, of the invisible devil. 

Some might go farther and ask also as to the 
commission’s intention in omitting the other 
passage, whether it was an effort to get rid of 
sin, or the idea of the forgiveness of sin, or the 
doctrine that the sacrificial death of Jesus the 
Christ was for the forgiveness of human sin. 

In the “Order for the Administration of Bap- 
tism to such as are of Riper Years,” the intro- 
ductory address: “Dearly Beloved, forasmuch 
as all men are conceived and born in sin, and 
that which is born of the flesh is flesh, and they 
that are in the flesh cannot please God, but live 
in sin, committing many actual transgressions,” 
etc., was taken out, and the passage was changed 
by the commission to read: 

“Dearly Beloved, forasmuch as all men have 
sinned and come short of the glory of God,” etc. 

This is exceedingly weak, and suggests an 
effort to avoid any reference to, or recognition 
of, natural depravity, or a weakened or depraved, 
or sinful nature, or tendency toward evil, by 
inheritance, or at birth. In it there is no refer- 
ence to the natural condition of the human soul 
in the natural man. There is an allusion to the 
fact of human sin, but no statement as to the 
sinful nature, as was the case in the old form. 
The present reference, in the commission’s re- 
vision, is only to the overt act of sin, and not 
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to the natural condition of the human being 
back of, and prior to, the overt act. 

The commission also left out of the “Bap- 
tism of those of Riper Years,” “and our Saviour 
Christ saith, except a man be born of water and 
of the Spirit he cannot enter into the kingdom 
of God,” and substituted, “and our Saviour 
Christ gave commandment, saying: Go ye, 
therefore, and make disciples of all the nations, 
baptizing them into the name of the Father, and 
of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit.” 

The original form related to baptism, but the 
new form relates to the great commission and to 
missions, though the service still relates to bap- 
tism. <A critic might wonder whether this was 
a way of avoiding the idea of the new birth, 
though, it is to be noticed that the New Testa- 
ment passage appears in the lesson from John 
3: 1-8. This, however, is placed as an alterna- 
tive or optional lesson, another lesson from Acts 
2: 38-42, preceding the old lesson from John, 
but the statement was removed from the formal 
declaration. 

From the service for the baptism of infants, 
and from the address to the parents, guardians, 
or sponsors, the commission struck out the 
specific injunctions to “provide that he shall read 
the Holy Scriptures, and learn the Lord’s Prayer, 
the Ten Commandments, the Apostles’ Creed, the 
Cathechism, and all other things which a Chris- 
tian ought to know and believe to his soul’s 
health,in order that he may be brought up to lead 
a virtuous and holy life, remembering always 
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that baptism doth represent unto us that inward 
purity which disposeth us to follow the example 
of our Saviour Christ; that as he died and rose 
again for us, so should we, who are baptized, 
die unto sin and rise again unto righteousness, 
continually mortifying all corrupt affections, 
and daily proceeding in all virtue and godli- 
ness.” 

The commission seemed to have very little re- 
gard for the things thus specified in the obliga- 
tion of parents, or those who represented them, 
or for the fine definition of baptism in the old 
form, so it struck out these things, and inserted 
a weak and rather indefinite injunction: “That 
he be instructed in the principles of our Holy 
Faith, as contained in the Scriptures,” etc., tak- 
ing care to strike out “Holy” from before the 
word “Scriptures.” 

The service for the baptism of adults, or those 
“of riper years,’ was very radically changed 
by the commission of 1916. The old statement, 
you must “promise in the presence of this whole 
congregation, that you will renounce the devil 
and all his works, and constantly believe God’s 
Holy Word, and obediently keep his command- 
ments,” was taken out entirely. 

The question and answer: “Dost thou re- 
nounce the devil and all his works, the vain 
pomp and glory of the world, with all the covet- 
ous desires of the same, and the carnal desires 
of the flesh; so that thou wilt not follow nor 
be led by them?” Answer. “I renounce them 
all,” were absolutely cut out, and for them the 
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following was substituted: “Wilt thou re- 
nounce all sin, and obediently keep God’s holy 
will and commandments, walking in the same 
all the days of thy life?” Answer. “I will, by 
the help of God.” 

What a drop that is! How tame and weak it 
seems when compared with the ancient and lofty 
language and thought of the old and robust 
form! Withal it looks like an easy and premedi- 
tated way of getting rid of “the devil and all his 
works,” and, some might infer, of belief in his 
Satanic Majesty, if it was not a negative license 
to indulge in “the vain pomp of the world” and 
its “carnal desires.” 

Then the commission of 1916 threw out the 
Apostles’ Creed, and the assent thereto, from the 
“Order for the Administration of Baptism to 
such as are of Riper Years,” as follows: 

“Quest. Dost thou believe in God the Father 
Almighty, Maker of heaven and earth: 

“And in Jesus Christ, His only begotten Son 
our Lord; and that He was conceived by the 
Holy Ghost, born of the Virgin Mary; that He 
suffered under Pontius Pilate, was crucified, 
dead, and buried; that He rose again the third 
day; that He ascended into heaven, and sitteth 
at the right hand of God the Father Almighty ; 
and from thence shall come again at the end of 
the world, to judge the quick and the dead? 

“And dost thou believe in the Holy Ghost; 
the holy Catholic Church, the communion of 
saints; the forgiveness of sins; the resurrection 
of the body; and everlasting life after death? 
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“Ans. All this I steadfastly believe.” 

All this went out with the explanatory foot- 
note: “The one universal Church of Christ,” 
and by this elimination the commission got rid of 
a historic, ancient, and most comprehensive body 
of doctrines which for very many centuries had 
been recognized not merely by one denomination, 
but by the general Church. 

Why was it done? Surely brevity was not 
sufficient compensation for such a sweeping 
change, especially when so much as to doctrines 
may be taken inferentially from the exclusion of 
the Apostles’ Creed from this very important 
baptismal service at the entrance into the vis- 
ible Church. — 

For these age-honored doctrinal declarations 
the commission substituted the exceedingly in- 
definite questions : 

“Quest. Wilt thou renounce all sin, and obe- 
diently keep 'God’s holy will and’ command- 
ments, walking in the same all the days of thy 
life? 

“Ang. I vill, by the help of God. 

“Quest. Dost thou receive and profess the 
Christian faith as contained in the New Testa- 
ment of our Lord Jesus Christ? 

MAnee (Lae? 

These are very subdued as compared with the 
old forms. Renouncing all sin may seem com- 
prehensive, but it is not specifically pointed like 
the ancient phrases, while professing “the Chris- 
tian faith” it lacks the discriminating definite- 
ness and logical ascent of the Apostles’ Creed. 
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The question, “Dost thou receive and profess 
the Christian faith as contained in the New Tes- 
tament of our Lord Jesus Christ?” is very gen- 
eral. 

Instead of the specific points of Christian be- 
lief in the Creed, there is merely the broad, non- 
specific, and strikingly undefined idea of “‘Chris- 
tian faith,’ which may be answered affirmatively, 
though interpreted differently, by persons of 
widely different convictions or notions. Thus a 
Unitarian, and hosts of others outside the Meth- 
odist Episcopal Church, could answer in the af- 
firmative as promptly as a Methodist Episcopa- 
lian or anyone else. Indeed the question is so 
indefintely broad that it is practically mean- 
ingless as a differentiating test, and as carrying 
any specific obligation on entering the Church, 
and an extreme liberal or an extreme conserva- 
tive might be tempted to raise the question as 
to whether there was a deliberate purpose some- 
where to weaken the statements of fundamental 
doctrines or destroy them altogether. 

As far as the substituted question is con- 
cerned, many persons other than Methodist Epis- 
copalians could give an affirmative answer. A 
Unitarian could answer it affirmatively as the 
most pronounced Trinitarian, and all that means 
that in the new question and answer there is 
nothing specifically Methodist Episcopalian 
whatever, and that they do not obligate the can- 
didate in any specific way. 

In the proposed ritual, “Form for Receiving 
Persons into the Church after Probation,” the 
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introductory address to the congregation was 
slightly abbreviated, and the commission’s ar- 
rangement contained no reference to the candi- 
date as having “already received the sacrament 
of baptism” or as having “been properly rec- 
ommended.” 

The former question to the candidates: “Do 
you here, in the presence of God and of this con- 
gregation, renew the solemn promise contained 
in the Baptismal Covenant, ratifying and con- 
firming the same, and acknowledging yourselves 
bound faithfully to observe and keep that cov- 
enant?” the commission took out, and put in 
nothing with the same dignity, and nothing re- 
lating to the baptismal covenant, but substi- 
tuted: “Do you accept Jesus Christ as your 
Saviour, and do you acknowledge him as your 
Lord and Master?” which has nothing bad in it, 
but it does not match the strong utterances which 
were discarded. 

The old question, “Have you saving faith in 
the Lord Jesus Christ?” was entirely omitted, 
and the following was substituted: “Do you 
receive and profess the Christian Faith as con- 
tained in the New Testament of our Lord Jesus 
Christ?” 

In view of the commission’s penchant for tak- 
ing out Holy Scriptures and using only the New 
Testament, that thought comes to mind as one 
reads this question that does not substitute any- 
thing in the old question, but in the new ques- 
tion there is another revelation of the tendency 
to avoid that which is definite and to employ 
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phrases which are exceedingly general. Thus 
the new question refers to “the Christian Faith 
as contained in the New Testament.” It is not 
a specific statement that gives a precise idea, 
but one that might be responded to in the same 
way by people of many and antagonistic views. 

The chief objection to the act of the commis- 
Sion at this point is its total rejection of the 
expression, “saving faith in the Lord Jesus 
Christ,” which not only embodies the Protestant 
doctrine of salvation by faith, but also the teach- 
ing of Jesus and the New Testament, including 
the apostolic exhortation, “Believe on the Lord 
Jesus Christ and thou shalt be saved.” There, 
however, is no appropriating faith in the com- 
mission’s question. 

Why there should be such a desire and de- 
termination to abandon the honored and expres- 
sive phrase, “saving faith,” may be a subject 
for surmise, or as furnishing an opportunity for 
a logical deduction. Is the implication that 
“saving faith” is not a good or proper phrase in 
this age? Or does it mean a leaning toward 
salvation by works, so that a man might save 
himself by his own good works? How about the 
text: “Being justified by faith, we have peace 
with God through our Lord Jesus Christ. By 
whom also we have access by faith into this 
grace,” etc. (Romans v, 1,2.) Or does it mean 
no salvation at all? At least nothing is said in 
the substituted question about faith in Christ. 
Something is said about receiving and professing 
“the Christian faith.” Receiving and acknowl- 
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edging the system of doctrine called Christian- 
ity are personal acts of volition rather than the 
internal condition of trust in our Lord Jesus 
Christ for salvation.. So the new question gets 
rid entirely of “saving faith,” which is “faith 
in the Lord Jesus Christ” as a personal Saviour. 
The substitution could not have been for the sake 
of brevity, for the new question is more than 
twice as long as the old one. Whatever may be 
the reason, the commission ejected “saving 
faith,” and did so because it wanted to get rid 
of it. One may wonder if this is theological 
“progress,” and, if so, in what direction it is 
going. 

In the “Form for Receiving Persons into the 
Church after Probation,” the commission made a 
very significant change. It took out the old ques- 
tion: “Do you believe in the Doctrines of the 
Holy Scriptures as set forth in the Articles of 
Religion of the Methodist Episcopal Church,” 
and substituted nothing in its place. 

This was an omission of the chief doctrinal 
standard of the denomination, and the test for 
admission into its membership was no longer to 
have any reference to its Articles of Religion, 
so it was the intention of the commission never 
thereafter to demand of any candidate for admis- 
sion into the Membership of the Methodist Epis- 
copal Church subscription to its great standard 
the Articles of Religion, and persons coming into 
the Church would not have to commit themselves 
to these doctrines. From that time the only 
creed the candidates would have to accept was 
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what the commission had designated as “the 
Christian Faith as contained in the New Testa- 
ment.” That would be merely general Chris- 
tianity as interpreted by more than a score of 
denominations, and not “the Doctrines of the 
Holy Scriptures,” as interpreted by the Method- 
ist Episcopal Church, and which it has “set 
forth in the Articles of Religion.” 

Was there ever a more far-reaching design in- 
vented by any insidious diplomat or artful law- 
yer, than this scheme to take from the incoming 
members of the Methodist Episcopal Church any 
obligation to accept the Articles of Religion, and 
to do it without any constitutional abrogation, 
change, or suspension of the said Articles. By 
taking the members without any such obligation, 
there would be a whole Church without any obli- 
gation, and the Methodist Episcopal Church 
would be without any doctrines that anyone 
would be bound to respect. 

If it had been deliberately planned there could 
not have been devised a more effective scheme 
for the utter discarding and destruction of the 
formulated doctrines of the denomination. If 
that was not the intention of the omission of 
the old question, that was its inevitable effect. 

Whatever may have been the motive, it cer- 
tainly would eliminate the denominational in- 
terpretation of “the doctrines of the Holy Scrip- 
tures, and, omitting the “Articles of Religion of 
the Methodist Episcopal Church,” it relieved the 
members from obligation to believe them. 

There were other striking things that seem 
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to suggest an apparent effort to avoid putting 
the candidate for membership under any obliga- 
tion of a specific character as to the acceptance 
of doctrine and almost so as to government. 

The old question which was exceedingly 
specific, namely, “Will you cheerfully be gov- 
erned by the Rules of the Methodist Episcopal 
Church, hold sacred the Ordinances of God, and 
endeavor, aS much as in you lies, to promote the 
welfare of your brethren and the advancement 
of the Redeemer’s Kingdom?” and the old ques- 
tion, “Will you contribute of your earthly sub- 
stance, according to your ability, to the support 
of the Gospel, and the various benevolent enter- 
prises of the Church?” were both taken out, and 
one question, substituted as follows, namely: 
“Will you be loyal to the Methodist Episcopal 
Church, and uphold it by your prayer, your pres- 
ence, your service, and your means?” 

The new question follows the characteristic 
trend of many of the changes, in substituting 
the general and indefinite for the specific and 
strong. The precision and directness of the old 
form are missed, as will be seen in the substitu- 
tion of “Will you be loyal?” etc., instead of 
“Will you cheerfully be governed by the Rules 
of the Methodist Episcopal Church?” ete. 

But the most radical and destructive changes 
in this immediate connection, are first, the elim- 
ination of the adherence to the formulated doc- 
trines: ‘Do you believe in the Doctrines of the 
Holy Scriptures as set forth in the Articles of 
Religion of the Methodist Episcopal Church?” 
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That question meant allegiance to the Method- 
ist Episcopal Church, to its articles of Re- 
ligion, to the Holy Scriptures, and to the doc- 
trines in the Holy Scriptures as interpreted by 
the Methodist Episcopal Church. 

The commission by cutting that out from the 
obligations for those seeking entrance into the 
Church released the candidates from these obli- 
gations and their logical implications. That 
was the effect as to the doctrines and the Articles 
of Religion. 

The second, most radical and destructive 
change was in the elimination of the old ques- 
tion: “Have you saving faith in the Lord Jesus 
Christ?” 

This recognized the need of salvation, that 
Christ was the Saviour, and that salvation was 
by faith. Sweeping out this question, swept out 
these things. The substitution of “Do you ac- 
cept Jesus Christ” is not an equivalent of “sav- 
ing faith,” for accepting is a mental, rather than 
a heart act, as one might agree to accept a new 
ruler, and have in him no faith at all. 

The one question, touched doctrine which is 
the basis of living, while the second question 
mentioned touched the personal spiritual ex- 
perience in the believing which was unto salva- 
tion and the religious life, for “the just shall 
live by faith.” 

Both were vital, the one intellectual; the other 
spiritual and of the heart; and the commission 
destroyed them both. 

All the new forms seem weaker and less defi- 
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nite than those taken out, and one finds it diffi- 
cult to get away from the feeling, that those 
who constructed the new questions had a re- 
luctance to demand positive and definite alle- 
giance to the doctrines and discipline of the 
Church, into the membership of which the can- 
didates were being inducted. 

The commission of 1916 fintroduced a new 
service entitled a “Form for Receiving Children 
as Members of the Church.” 

It does not specify the years of such candi- 
dates, but, if they are as old as is usually the 
case they did not need a special service. In the 
footnote there is no mention of a required rec- 
ommendation from the Leaders and Stewards’ 
Meeting and the approval of the _ pastor. 
Though in the address to the congregation there 
is a statement that the candidates “desire now 
to confirm the vows of their baptism,” there is 
nothing in the list of questions, or in the service, 
where the children “publicly assent” “before the 
Church to the Baptismal Covenant,” and the 
questions are quite unlike “the usual questions 
on Doctrines and Discipline, as prescribed in the 
Ritual” (Dis. 1916, par. 53). So they seem 
again to have practically gotten rid of the old 
baptismal covenant. 

Compared with the old forms, the new service 
is very weak and exceedingly indefinite. The old 
question, “Have you saving faith?” is not asked, 
and one might accept and acknowledge a person 
as “Lord and Master” as one might a monarch, 
without any heart faith. The point about re- 
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ceiving and professing the Christian Faith as 
contained in the New Testament is simply an 
acceptance of Christianity, and does not. get 
down to the comprehension of little children, 
while the mention merely of the New Testament 
looks like another attempt to eliminate the Old 
Testament, or not to use the Holy Scriptures as 
a source of “Christian Faith.” 

Of course the old question about believing 
“in the doctrines of the Holy Scriptures as set 
forth in the Articles of Religion” is not used, 
but the newly invented question, “Will you be 
loyal to the Methodist Episcopal Church?” is 
employed. It, however, misses the mark for 
the child’s mind, for it would take a pretty ma- 
ture philosopher to perceive and comprehend all 
that might be involved in such loyalty. Obey 
the rules would be clearer to the child. It looks 
like a service written by some one accustomed 
to deal with the adult mind, and who failed to 
make a child-like service. The Church could 
have gotten along without it. It did get along. 

This service raises the question as to whether 
we are to have two classes of members, those 
who have taken specific obligations as to doc- 
trines and polity, and those who have not; and 
the further question may be raised, as to whether 
those who came into the Church in childhood, 
and who are admitted under this service, can 
be held specifically to the same obligations as 
those who have entered the Church in more ma- 
ture life, and have taken the obligations as in 
the other reception service. 
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When the service for the ministration of the 
Communion or Lord’s Supper is scrutinized 
many remarkable changes will be discovered. 

Some of them should be cited. Thus, for the 
word elder as in the old form, the title “Min- 
ister” has been substituted, and this is a serious 
error. In the Methodist Episcopal Church there 
always had been a distinction between elder and 
minister. Every elder was a minister, but every 
minister was not an elder. So minister is not 
equivalent to elder at all times. The ordained 
man, devoted to the regular life-work as a 
preacher or pastor, is a minister, but every or- 
dained preacher is not a minister. Thus an or- 
dained local preacher is not strictly regarded as 
a minister, and a licensed local preacher is not, 
but ‘according to the popular concept, any 
preacher is a minister. 

However the populace may use the term, the 
Methodist Episcopal Church has always consid- 
ered that to the elder belonged the full conduct 
of the service at the ministration of the Sacra- 
ment of the Lord’s Supper. This use of the 
word minister, instead of elder, however, may 
be construed as permitting a deacon to take full 
charge of the Communion Service, and, still 
worse, aS people use minister indiscriminately, 
it may happen, after awhile, that an unordained 
local preacher may under the word claim the 
right to minister the Lord’s Supper, and to take 
complete charge thereof, or others might con- 
cede it to him, as many regard him as a minis- 
ter, and this might be very likely where a li- 


THH REVISED RITUAL OF 1916. 31 


censéd local preacher is supplying a charge as 
an acting pastor. 

In two places in the old form of service the 
word minister does occur, but never in the direc- 
tion of the service, or in the Invitation, or the 
consecration, or even the Lord’s Prayer, or the 
Benediction, but the word minister is used in 
the old form where either the deacon or elder 
could perform the part, but not in the places 
mentioned. It may be observed that a very sim- 
ilar use and distinction is found in the Holy 
Communion of the Church of England. The 
new use of the title minister destroys, and il- 
legally destroys, these distinctions, and also the 
historic connections. 

Wesley took out the word Priest from the 
Anglican service and substituted the title Elder, 
using the word elder, an equivalent of presbyter, 
to indicate the pastor or preacher who was in 
full orders, so that the commission of 1916 made 
a serious blunder in striking out elder from this 
service and inserting the generic word minister, 
which includes more than simply elders. 

However, the law of the Church, as it was 
when the commission made this unfortunate al- 
teration, and as it now is, shows clearly that no 
one lower in order than an elder can have full 
charge of this communion service. 

In the Book of Discipline, paragraph 178, we 
read: “An elder has authority ... . to 
administer . . . . the Lord’s Supper;” and 
paragraph 175 says: “A Deacon has authority 

to assist the Elder in administering 
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the Lord’s Supper ;” and in these laws the word 
minister is not used at all. 

The law says the “Elder” is the only proper 
person to have charge of the Sacrament of the 
Lord’s Supper, and the commission erred in tak- 
ing out Elder and inserting Minister, and the 
law is against the commission and against the 
form of service in this particular. 

The continued use of elder would have been 
historically correct, it would have been legally 
correct, and it would have exactly stated the 
distinction in rank of the one who had a right 
to conduct the entire service. The changed form 
did violence to the historic fact, and was and 
is a violation of the law of the Church, for it 
allowed a lower order to do things that in this 
service the law prohibited. 

It makes a vast difference, for minister and 
elder do not mean the same, for a deacon is a 
minister, and the word used should have been 
that which conformed to the history and the 
law and that word was elder, otherwise the read- 
ing of the law, the history of the words, and the 
intention of the Church would have been over- 
thrown, and any sort of a minister could take 
charge of and jconduct ‘the entire Sacrament 
of the Lord’s Supper, which would be contrary 
to Church order. 

This was not the only seriously unfortunate 
change the commission of 1916 made in solemn 
communion service which contains so many 
weighty expressions and vital teachings which 
go to the very heart of the Gospel of the Christ. 
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The form of words used while the symbolical 
elements were being distributed will readily be 
recalled. In the older ritual they were: 

“The body of our Lord Jesus Christ, which 
was given for thee, preserve thy soul and body 
unto everlasting life. Take and eat this in re- 
membrance that Christ died for thee; and feed 
on him in thy heart by faith with thanksgiving; 
and. 

“The blood of our Lord Jesus Christ, which 
was shed for thee, preserve thy soul and body 
unto everlasting life. Drink this in remem- 
brance that Christ’s blood was shed for thee, and 
be thankful.” 

The commission of 1916 made a radical ex- 
cision in both these forms, possibly not perceiv- 
ing the effect of what it did. The excision in 
both forms was from the first sen'tence, and 
exactly the same words were removed in each 
instance, so that it will not be necessary to con- 
sider the second or concluding section of either. 
form. 

Instead of saying: “The body of our Lord 
Jesus Christ, which was given for thee, preserve 
thy soul and body unto everlasting life” ; the com- 
mission of 1916 merely said: “The body of our 
Lord Jesus Christ which was given for thee;” 
and, instead of “The blood of our Lord Jesus 
Christ which was shed for thee, preserve thy 
soul and body unto everlasting life,” the commis- 
sion simply said: “The blood of our Lord Jesus 
Christ, which was shed for thee.” 

The old wording was a prayer; the phrasing 
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of the commission was not a prayer but a declara- 
tion. The old form prayed: ‘The body of our 
Lord Jesus Christ,” etc., “preserve thy soul and 
body unto everlasting life,” and “The blood of 
our Lord Jesus Christ,” etc., “preserve thy soul 
and body unto everlasting life.” Hach con- 
tained a petition, but in the commission’s form 
the petition was eliminated in each case, and 
that left merely an affirmation or declaration, 
the declaration in the first instance being that 
this is the body, and in the other instance being 
that this is the blood, of our Lord Jesus Christ. 

“The body of our Lord Jesus Christ which 
was given for thee,” and “The blood of our Lord 
Jesus Christ which was given for thee,” simply 
say that the bread is the body of our Lord Jesus 
Christ, and that the wine is the blood of our 
Lord Jesus Christ, which were given for hu- 
manity. It was not that the symbolical elements 
were to do something, but that the symbol bread 
was the body, and that the symbol wine was the 
blood. 

A moment’s study, therefore, will show that 
each is either an incomplete sentence, or it is a 
bald affirmation or declaration of the Romish 
dogma of transubstantiation, which holds that 
the bread becomes the literal body, and the wine 
the literal blood of our Lord Jesus Christ, there 
having been a change of substance. 

The old forms were grammatically complete, 
but the commission’s forms either are not gram- 
matically complete, or they teach the Roman 
dogma of transubstantiation, where there has 
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been a going across of substance as to the bread 
and as to the wine in the sacrament and conse- 
cration. 

For the elder or deacon to approach the com- 
municant with the bread, and say “The body of 
our Lord Jesus Christ, which was given for 
thee,” is the same as saying: This which was 
bread is “the body of our Lord Jesus Christ,” 
and for him to say to the communicant, “The 
blood of our Lord Jesus Christ,” etc., is equiva- 
lent to saying: This which was wine is “the 
blood of our Lord Jesus Christ,” etc., and this 
is to affirm the Romish doctrine of transubstan- 
tiation, whereas the truth is that the bread is not 
the body of Jesus, but represents that body; and 
the wine is not the blood of Jesus, but represents, 
stands for, or symbolizes that blood. 

So the commission’s forms would have landed 
the Church in the mire of medieval theology, and 
committed the Church to the dogma of transub- 
stantiation, and the clergy would in fact be pro- 
claiming that the bread had become the literal 
body, and the wine had become the literal blood 
of Jesus, and in course of time the communi- 
cants might worship the host. 

The point in the old form was not that the 
element bread was the body, or that the element 
wine was the blood, but that the body and the 
blood were to do something, namely, to “preserve 
the soul and body unto everlasting life.” The 
old service did not say, and had no intention 
of saying, that the element bread is the body, or 
that the element wine is the blood, but that 


36 THE REVISED RITUAL OF 1916. 


through the sacrificial offering of the body and 
blood of our Lord Jesus Christ, once offered, cer- 
tain benefits might come, as “Christ was once 
offered to bear the sins of many” (Hebrews ix, 
28), and rather than being a declaration as to 
what the bread and the wine were, the form of 
words was a prayer that that which was given 
and that which was shed, might have a preserva- 
tive power for the communicants, that is to say, 
not the bread and the wine, but the sacrificial 
offering of Jesus, which they symbolized. 

The change made by the commission in this 
particular part was an error of the most serious 
character, no matter from what point of view it 
might be scanned, whether grammatically or 
theologically, and one finds difficulty in finding 
an extenuating explanation. 

Turning to the services that relate to the min- 
istry there is much to make a lover of the Church 
pause and reflect. 

However, at the very beginning there is a point 
which the pruning knife did not touch. The 
prefatory note preceding the service for the con- 
secration of a bishop is as follows: 

“[This is not to be understood as an ordina- 
tion to a higher Order in the Christian Ministry, 
beyond and above that of Elders or Presbyters, 
but as a solemn and fitting Consecration for the 
special and most sacred duties of Superinten- 
dency in the Church. |” 

In 1746 Wesley read Lord King’s Account of 
the Primitive Church, and was convinced that 
bishops and presbyters (or elders) were the same 
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clerical order, and, in his circular letter to his 
followers in America, , written September 10, 
1784, he said: “Lord King’s ‘Account of the 
Primitive Church’ convinced me many years ago 
that bishops and presbyters are the same order, 
and, consequently, have the same right to or- 
dain.” Again, referring to himself, Wesley said: 
“I firmly believe I am a scriptural éxiczoros 
(episcopos, or bishop), as much as any man in 
England or in Europe.” ‘Then he added in pa- 
rentheses, “(For the uninterrupted succession I 
know to be a fable, which no man ever did or can 
prove. )” 

The prefatory note was inserted in order to 
protect the old Wesleyan doctrine which the 
Methodist Episcopal Church has always held, 
and to prevent any misunderstanding of the na- 
ture of the service itself. 

So it stands there to tell that this service, used 
in making a bishop, is not an ordination of an 
elder to a higher clerical order, but a consecra- 
tion, or setting apart, of an elder to an office and 
the official duty of a bishop; not, however, to 
a secular, but an ecclesiastical and Scriptural 
office, which is not to be regarded or treated as a 
secular office, but as a sacred office in the Church 
of God. 

When Bishops Coke and Asbury referred to 
the setting apart of a bishop they termed it a 
consecration, and in contradistinction, when 
they referred to the making of an elder or dea- 
con, they called the service an ordination. So 
in their Notes on the Discipline, they have a sec- 
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tion on “The Election and Consecration of 
Bishops;” and they have sections on “The Elec- 
tion and Ordination of Travelling Elders,” and 
on “The election and ordination of Deacons;” 
the Consecration being to the office, and the Or- 
dination being to a clerical order. 

Referring to Wesley, they also remark in this 
authoritative work, that “He first consecrated 
one for the office of a bishop, that our episcopacy 
should descend from himself.” So Thomas 
Coke, D. C. L., was consecrated to the office, 
and not ordained to the order, of a bishop. Again 
they say of John Wesley, that he “consecrated 
two bishops, Thomas Coke and Alexander Ma- 
ther, one before the present episcopal plan took 
place in America, and the other afterward, be- 
sides ordaining elders and deacons.” They also 
say: ‘One bishop, with the elders present, may 
consecrate a bishop.” These citations from the 
first bishops show that the proper word for a 
bishop was consecrate and not ordain. Their 
preparation of the “Notes” was requested by the 
General Conference of 1796, and they were di- 
rected in 1800 to be bound up with the “Form 
of Discipline.” 

From the service for the consecration of a 
bishop, after the Veni, Creator Spiritus, the 
commission of 1916 struck out the expressions 
“and the author of everlasting life,” referring to 
Jesus Christ; and “the glad tidings of reconcilia- 
tion with thee.’ Why were these taken out? 
Was or was not Jesus “the author of everlasting 
life?” And was the “Gospel, the glad tidings of 
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reconciliation with” God the Father? They were 
most beautiful and expressive phrases, but the 
commission took them out, as it did other impor- 
tant sentences. 

From the prayer after Veni, Creator Spiritus, 
the commission of 1916 took out other significant 
words and expressions. Thus from “thine only 
and dearly beloved Son Jesus Christ,” the com- 
mission struck out the words “only and.” Why 
did the commission eliminate “only?” The Creed 
says “his only begotten Son our Lord.” John 
says: “The only begotten of the Father.” (John 
1:14) and Jesus said: “For God so loved the 
world, that he gave his only begotten Son” (John 
3:16). The commission merely said: “Thy most 
dearly beloved Son Jesus Christ,” but not “thine 
only and dearly beloved Son.” Did it mean to 
change the status the Church has conceded to the 
Christ as in a peculiar sense the “only” Son of 
God? Did it mean that Jesus Christ was not the 
“only” son of God in this peculiar sense, but 
merely, as it said, the “most dearly beloved Son,” 
that is to say, one son among other sons? Did it 
mean to bring God’s “dearly beloved Son” down 
to an equality with “the sons of God,” in the most 
general sense? The deliberate striking out of the 
qualifying word “only” before Son forces such 
questions to the front and makes that intention 
the logical inference. If this is not going con- 
trary to the doctrinal standards of the Church, 
what is it? 

From the obligations taken by the bishop 
about to be consecrated, powerful expressions 
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were greatly modified and made much less vigor- 
ous, not only in phrasing but also in purpose. 

From the question: “Are you persuaded that 
the Holy Scriptures contain sufficiently all doc- 
trine required of necessity for eternal salvation 
through faith in Jesus Christ?” the commission 
eliminated the word “sufficiently.” A question 
may be raised as to the force of the elimination. 
What vital matter was at stake that necessitated 
the taking out of “sufficiently” which has stood 
there so long? It had a good purpose when it 
was originally used. What great good was 
secured by putting it out? It seems to have 
- emphasized the great Protestant affirmation of 
the sufficiency of the Holy Scriptures, without 
additional and merely human inventions. 

From the question: “Will you then faithfully 
exercise yourself in the same Holy Scriptures, 
and call upon God by prayer for the true under- 
standing of the same, so that you may be able 
by them to teach and exhort with wholesome 
doctrine, and to withstand and convince the 
gainsayers?” the commission struck out, “so that 
you may be able to teach and exhort with whole- 
some doctrine, and to withstand and convince the 
gainsayers?” 

The elimination evidently weakened the force 
and contracted the scope of the question. It 
was not enough that the bishop for himself might 
know the Holy Scriptures, but there was an ob- 
jective beyond his personal knowledge. He was 
to do something with the knowledge, that he 
“may be able to teach and exhort with wholesome 
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doctrine,” for which he should have not only 
“doctrine,” but “wholesome doctrine;” further 
_ that he may be able “to withstand and convince 
the gainsayers,” and not only be “able” to do so, 
but also “to withstand,” and not only withstand 
attacks, but also to “convince the gainsayers. 

The elimination destroyed these specific and 
essential objectives; it got rid of “wholesome 
doctrine, and the emphasis thereon by its men- 
tion; and also of the specific purpose of deter- 
mined and energetic defence of the “wholesome 
doctrine” and that to the extent of not only 
maintaining the truth but even of convincing 
gainsayers. 

The old question: “Are you ready with faith- 
ful diligence to banish and drive away all erro- 
neous and strange doctrines contrary to God’s 
word, and both privately and openly to call 
upon and encourage others to the same?” and 
the answer: “I am ready, the Lord being my 
helper,”’ were entirely cut out by the commission 
of 1916, and nothing was put in their place. 

That carried with the rest the phrase “God’s 
Word.” The purpose or advantage of that may 
be open to question, and one may properly ask 
whether the intention of the commission was 
that future bishops, set apart under such a new 
form, would be free from all obligation “to ban- 
ish and drive away all erroneous and strange 
doctrines contrary to God’s word,” and that they 
might be indifferent to doctrinal errors? 

In other words, it would be asked whether the 
commission of 1916 intended to change the func- 
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tion of a bishop in the Methodist Episcopal 
Church, so that thereafter it would not be the 
duty of a bishop “to banish and drive away all 
erroneous and strange doctrines contrary to 
God’s word,” or todo it “with faithful dili- 
gence?” No matter what was the intention, that 
was the effect, and that is what the commission 
proposed to be done and asked the General Con- 
ference to do; and there is no other logical infer- 
ence from the striking out of this forceful and 
yitally important question and answer. With 
the question out the thing was out. 

From the question that had long been pro- 
pounded to the bishops, namely, “Will you deny 
all ungodliness and worldly lust, and live soberly, 
righteously, and godly in this present world, that 
you may show yourself in all things an example 
of good works unto others, that the adversary 
may be ashamed, having nothing to say against 
you?” the commission took out the words, “that 
the adversary may be ashamed, having nothing 
to say against you,” and then inserted the ending 
“to the honor and glory of God.” This termina- 
tion is no compensation for the loss of the part 
taken out. It is only an attempt at a euphonious 
ending. 

By this work of excision, the “adversary,” his 
accusations, and his shame are ignored and 
avoided. What was to be gained by this? What 
adversary did the commission think was in- 
tended? Did it think it was “your adversary the 
devil” (I Peter 5:8)? And did the commission 
think it judicious to get rid of him here, as it 
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did “the devil and all his works” in another 
place? If there is any doctrinal significance in 
this elimination, it may be that some keen and 
orthodox mind will inquire into it. Whatever 
may have been the motive, it is plain that here 
the commission cut out two vigorous and mean- 
ingful lines, and lost the mention of “the adver- 
sary” and the duty of so living as to put him to 
shame. Why were these lines cut out, when with 
the addition, there was no material gain of space 
or time? There was no necessity for this ex- 
cision and something was lost. 

From the next question: “Will you maintain 
and set forward, as much as shall lie in you, 
quietness, love, and peace among all men,” etc., 
the commission struck out “and such as shall be 
unquiet, disobedient, and criminal, correct and 
punish according to such authority as you have 
by God’s word, and as shall be committed to 
you?” For this the commission substituted “and 
faithfully exercise such discipline in the Church,” 
before the former ending, “as shall be committed 
unto you.” 

The change takes out that which is specific and 
pointed, and inserts an indefinite and weakened 
statement, and also gets rid of God’s word as an 
authority for discipline, for it took out “accord- 
ing to such authority as you have by God’s 
word.” 

The next question and answer were: 

“Will you be faithful in ordaining, or laying 
hands upon and sending others, and in all other 
duties of your office? 
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“Ans. I will so be by the help of God.” 

The commission struck out “or laying hands 
upon and sending,” which set forth the form of 
ordaining; and also struck out “and in all other 
duties of your office,” which was compact, com- 
prehensive, and yet explicit; and inserted some- 
thing almost entirely new, as follows: “Will 
you be faithful in ordaining others; and will you 
ever seek to deal justly and kindly with your 
brethren in the ministry over whom you are 
placed as chief pastor?” 

This is apparently a change of thought, and 
might have been entered as a new question with- 
out marring the old form, while the old question 
on ordaining and episcopal duty could have been 
left intact. The change, instead of covering “all 
other duties” of the episcopal office, limits the 
question to ordaining and the kindly treatment 
of the ministerial brethren, all of which was, by 
direct statement or implication, in the old form. 
Whatever was intended the new form lacks the 
brevity, the strength, and the dignity of the old 
interrogation. 

In the rubric just after this prayer the in- 
sertion of a single word made a striking change. 
The old form read: “Then the Bishop and 
Elders present shall lay their hands upon the 
head of the Elected Person, kneeling before them, 
the Bishop saying:” but the commission of 1916 
inserted the word “consecrating” before Bishop, 
in the last line, thus making it read: “the con- 
secrating Bishop saying:” though elsewhere the 
service simply says “the Bishop.” 
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It may be said that, as the old form had been 
sufficient through the generations, the insertion 
was not needed now. Some may say it smacks 
of high-churchism, and that the words “conse- 
crating Bishop” suggest the “grace of orders,” 
and that they meant there was a sacerdotal ef- 
ficacy in the touch of the “consecrating Bishop.” 
Others, again, may raise a question as to whether 
the consecrating is done by the bishop anyway, 
for elders are associated with the bishop, for the 
law says: “A Bishop shall be constituted by 
the election of the General Conference and the 
laying on of the hands of three Bishops, or at 
least of one Bishop and two Elders” (par. 204, 
Discipline), and, if there is no Bishop, “the 
Elders, or any three of them who shall be ap- 
pointed by the General Conference for that pur- 
pose, shall consecrate him according to the Rit- 
ual” (par. 205, Discipline). In view of that, 
the word “consecrating” may some time be 
placed before elders, and the Church may learn 
to say “consecrating Elders.” Perhaps the com- 
mission did not think of that. 

This is what the high-church liturgist calls 
enriching the liturgy. With this addition, the 
commission enriched the list of titles if not 
the service, so that the Church now has the 
bishop, the presiding bishop, the senior bishop, 
the resident bishop, and the consecrating bishop, 
so that the Church is making some kind of 
progress, and further enrichment may follow. 

Even in the Anglican service no one is called 
“the consecrating bishop ;” and also in the Prot- 
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estant Episcopal service there is no such title as 
“the consecrating bishop.” Thus the Methodist 
Episcopal Church seems to have the sole copy- 
right to this new title. 

From the charge, “Give heed unto reading, 
exhortation, and doctrine. Think upon the 
things contained in this book,” the commission 
of 1916 omitted: “Be diligent in them, that the 
increase coming thereby may be manifest unto 
all men;” and, after “Take heed unto thyself, 
and to thy doctrine,” the commission omitted, 
“for by so doing thou shalt both save thyself and 
them that hear thee.” These were well ex- 
pressed and wholesome reasons for the doing of 
these things, that bishops would do well to keep 
in mind, for the fruits of diligence should be 
manifest, and there should be the purpose of 
being saved, and of saving those who wait on 
the ministrations. 

The following rubric, which, being in brackets, 
was regarded as optional, namely, “[Then the 
Bishop shall administer the Lord’s Supper to the 
newly consecrated Bishop and other persons 
present], was entirely omitted. 

Possibly it might have been better to have sub- 
stituted “may” for “shall,” so that it would read: 
“The Bishop may administer the Lord’s Sup- 
per,” ete. 

It may be worthy of mention that at that very 
General Conference of 1916, at the end of the 
consecration service, the newly consecrated 
bishops, with the older bishops, went to a church 
and together celebrated the Holy Communion. 
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From the next prayer in the service for the 
consecration of a bishop, the commission 
changed “and to so endue him with thy Holy 
Spirit that he, preaching thy word,” so as to 
read: “Endue him with thy Holy Spirit that, 
preaching thy word.” 

From “may not only be earnest to reprove, te 
seech, and rebuke,” etc., the commission took out 
the words, “be earnest to,” when earnestness 
is the very element needed in these times. 

From “but also may be to such as believe, a 
wholesome example,” the commission eliminated 
the words “to such as believe,” when the point 
was that he should be an example to the best, 
and not merely to the worst. 

While a few seconds of time may have been 
gained, the prayer gains nothing by these ex- 
cisions. 

From the last prayer of this service, the pe- 
tition, “Prevent us, O Lord, in all our doings 
with thy most gracious favor,” the commission 
struck out the old English word “prevent,” and 
substituted the words “go before,” so that it 
read: “Go before us, O Lord.” 

This old word “prevent” is retained in the 
Book of Common Prayer. Thus: “Lord, we 
pray thee that thy grace may always prevent and 
follow us,’ and so it is found in the collect for 
the seventeenth Sunday after Trinity, and it has 
been preserved in the Protestant Episcopal 
Church. 

In the King James Version of the English 
Bible we read: ‘TI prevented the dawning of the 
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morning, and cried: I hoped in thy word” 
(Psalm cxix, 147). The Revised Version con- 
tinued the use of prevented, but the American 
Standard Revision made the passage read: “TI 
anticipated the dawning of the morning, and 
cried: I hoped in thy words.” 

Taking out “prevent” from the ritual took out 
some of the flavor of antiquity, while it added 
no dignity to the phrasing. 

In the form of service for ordaining elders, 
some of these changes found in the consecration 
service for those being inducted into the epis- 
copal office, are repeated. Thus “sufficiently” 
disappeared from the question: “Are you per- 
suaded that the Holy Scriptures contain suf- 
ficiently all doctrine required of necessity for 
eternal salvation,” ete. 

From the question: “Will you be ready with 
all faithful diligence to banish and drive away 
all erroneous and strange doctrines contrary to 
God’s Word?” etc., the phrase “banish and drive 
away” was eliminated, and there was substituted 
the word “withstand,” so that it read: “Will 
you be ready with all faithful diligence to with- 
stand all erroneous and strange doctrines?” etc. 

The elimination and substitution sadly weaken 
the venerable question and one can almost feel 
the vigor of the old form suddenly dropping 
away. At once there is a consciousness that 
strength has been sapped and that the former 
question, depleted, stands like an emaciated 
form, flabby and unimpressive. “Banish and 
drive away” express purpose and power and for- 
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ward movement. The “erroneous and strange 
doctrines” are detected, there is the prompt de- 
cision that they must not be permitted to remain, 
they are attacked and expelled, so that they cease 
to be where they were in the church; and, as it 
is not safe to have them even in external con- 
tact, they are driven away. That is the force 
of the former language. 

Substituting the word “withstand”—“with- 
stand all erroneous and strange doctrines”— 
radically changes the meaning, as though the 
purpose had become a half-hearted thing with 
a wishy-washy action. The phrase “banish and 
drive away” has the idea of vigorous aggression 
against the false doctrine; followed by victory 
over the false teaching and its teachers, and the 
destruction of the doctrinal evil. On the con- 
trary, the word “withstand” has the idea of being 
on the defensive and, at best, with a mere en- 
durance of an attack. The one who withstands 
is the one who stands and does nothing until an 
attack is hurled against him, and then he only 
tries to hold his position; but the one who ban- 
ishes and drives away is the one who seeks the 
enemy, attacks the opposing force, and pursues 
the fleeing foe. He is the soldier-hero, while the 
one who merely withstands is the pacifist who 
acts only on the defensive. Withstand makes the 
ordination obligation very much weaker than 
the “banish and drive away all erroneous and 
strange doctrines contrary to God’s Word,” and 
that is what is needed today. Of course we are 


not asserting that there was a purpose to weaken 
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the wording, or to weaken the action of the min- 
istry against false doctrine. This is an age re- 
quiring a strengthening in these things. But the 
fact remains that the question to, and the obliga- 
tion of, the ministry were weakened by the 
changed form. One may say that ought to have 
been seen, and must have been seen at the time. 
If it was seen, it looks like a deliberate purpose 
to weaken the obligation, and the commission is 
on the defensive. 

The question: “Will you be diligent in Pray- 
ers, and in reading of the Holy Scriptures, and 
in such studies as help to the knowledge of the 
same, laying aside the study of the world and 
the flesh?” the commission changed to read: 
“Will you be diligent in prayer, in reading of the 
Holy Scriptures, and in such studies as help to 
the knowledge of God and of his kingdom?” 

Taking out the words “of the same” takes out 
the point that was in the old question, where 
“such studies as help to the knowledge of the 
same” meant the Holy Scriptures which they 
were to diligently read. Striking out “of the 
same,” and substituting of “God and of his king- 
dom” missed the point and makes a flat and in- 
definite ending. In the same way striking out 
“laying aside the study of the world and the 
flesh” also was a departure from the essential 
point. 'There was something to which the elder 
was to devote himself, namely, to the study of 
the Holy Scriptures, and “such studies as help 
to the knowledge of the same,” but there was 
something to which the elder was not to devote 
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himself, namely, “the study of the world and the 
flesh.” The commission on the frame-work of 
the old question took out the real point and in- 
troduced that which was different, which might 
have done in some other word-construction, but 
which here does not seem entirely congruous. 

From the closing prayer in “The Form of 
Ordaining Elders,” where it said: “What they 
shall deliver out of thy most holy Word, or agree- 
ably to the same,” the commission of 1916 took 
out the words “most holy” so that, instead of 
reading “thy most holy Word,” it read simply 
“thy Word,” as though it was not any longer to 
be regarded as “holy.” Such changes repeated 
naturally raise questions as to both the meaning 
and the motive of those who made the changes, 
if they realized what they were doing, and the 
probable or possible effects thereof. Taking out 
one important word does not save much space or 
time, but it may give birth to many troublesome 
questionings and disagreeable doubts. 

From the same petition: “Grant also that we 
may have grace to hear and receive what they 
shall deliver out of thy most holy Word, or agree- 
ably to the same,” the commission not only 
struck out the word “holy,” but also the words 
“or agreeably to the same.” Under the old form 
the elders were to “deliver out of thy most holy 
Word,” the equivalent of the “Holy Scriptures,” 
and, in addition, they might deliver that which 
was “agreeably to the same,” but not that which 
was not “agreeably to” God’s “holy Word,” also 
called the “Holy Scriptures.” But the commis- 
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sion not only declined to style the “Word” as 
holy, but also took out the restriction that re- 
quired that whatever else the elders might 
preach, or deliver, should be in harmony with 
that “holy Word,” thus seeming to give the min- 
istry great, and greater, latitude in the sub- 
stance of clerical discourses, all of which may 
be applauded by a latitudinarian age, but which 
destroyed the meaning and intention of the old 
form. 

Here also the commission changed the lan- 
guage of the petition: “Prevent us, O Lord, in 
all our doings, with thy most gracious favor,” 
making it read: “Go before us, O Lord,” etc., 
which may have been a rather literal substitu- 
tion, but which gives an unpleasant jar both to 
the ear and the mind. 

In the “Form of Ordaining Deacons,” where 
the Bishop delivers to the candidate the Bible, 
saying: “Take thou authority to read the Holy 
Scriptures in the Church of God, and to preach 
the same,” the commission struck out “the same” 
and substituted “the word,” so that it read “and 
to preach the word.” ‘This is a blunt ending, 
saves no time or space, and does not add to the 
meaning. Moreover, when the old form said: 
“Take thou authority to read the Holy Scrip- 
tures in the Church of God, and to preach the 
same,” that is to say the Holy Scriptures, the 
statement was precise and the reference unmis- 
takable, while to a musical ear, recognizing both 
melody and rhythm, the closing words “the 
same” gave a cadence that was graceful and 
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complete, while the commission’s substitution of 
“the word”, at the end, was abrupt and unrest- 
ful. The form also would suggest a contrast, or 
alternative, between “Holy Scriptures,” which 
were to be read, and “the word,” which was to 
be preached, which of course was not the case. 

Changes were made in the “Form for Conse- 
cration of Deaconesses.” ‘The evolution of this 
service has been noticed, probably, by very few 
in the Church. Originally it was intended that 
the work and life of a deaconess was to be very 
simple, and so was it with the service, and it 
never was intended that the deaconess was to 
be the feminine of the clerical deacon, or that the 
service for setting apart a deaconess should be 
rated as of the same grade as the service of or- 
dination of a deacon. 

A “Form for Consecration of Deaconesses”’ 
was drawn up, but it was not printed in associa- 
tion with the ordination services, or in the Rit- 
ual, or in the Book of Discipline, but in the Ap- 
pendix to the Discipline, and it was not until: 
1908 that it was taken out of the Appendix and 
placed in association with ministerial ordination 
services in the Ritual, and this apparently with- 
out any legal authority. 

This is confusing, and may be construed as an 
attempt to grade it with ministerial ordinations, 
which it is not, for a deaconess does not belong to 
a clerical order, and a deaconess is not a female 
minister, or preacher, in any legal sense. 

The commission of 1916 advanced some fur- 
ther steps. It introduced a new title, namely, 
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“the Consecrator.” At the beginning this com- 
mission said “those to be consecrated Deacon- 
esses” were to be presented “to the Bishop or 
other Consecrator,” and the “Consecrator” was 
to do thus and so. This was something de- 
cidedly new. 

This was the first time the title “Consecrator” 
was used, and also the first time the word 
“Bishop” was used in this service, and so the 
first time he was styled “Consecrator”—“the 
Bishop or other Consecrator.” 

The old form said: “The Minister”—“The 
Minister taking the right hand of each candi- 
date,” etc., but the commission said: “The Con- 
secrator, taking the right hand,” etc. Before it 
was work for any “minister,” but now the sug- 
gestion is that a “Bishop” should be the “con- 
secrator,”’ but, if it is not possible to secure a 
bishop, then the “other Consecrator”’ may sup- 
ply the place. There is an error in these ten- 
dencies, for the rank is not the diaconate, and is 
not a ministerial order of any sort, and should 
not be confused therewith, even so far as to have 
the service performed in the session for the or- 
dination of the clergy. 

The commission of 1916 made sweeping 
changes in the marriage ceremony, and disturbed 
the order of sequence in the various parts of the 
service for “The Solemnization of Matrimony.” 

In the charge the words “coupled together” 
was changed to “married;” the singular “you” 
was changed to “ye;” in the questions “the given 
name was to be used;” the form: “Who giveth 
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this woman to be married to this man?” was in- 
serted; in the declaration, the mention of the 
ring was placed in brackets, to be used or not 
used, as occasion might require; from the prayer 
after the plighting of faith, the words: “as Isaac 
and Rebecca lived faithfully together” were 
eliminated ; and the two prayers at the end, be- 
ginning with: “O God of Abraham, God of Isaac, 
God of Jacob,” and referring to “Abraham and 
Sarah;” and the following prayer: “Almighty 
God, who at the beginning didst create our first 
parents, Adam and Eve,” were taken out bodily, 
thus eliminating all Old Testament references 
from the service. Whether the commission had 
a doubt as to whether God did “create our first 
parents Adam and Eve,” or whether the commis- 
sion thought they “just growed,” or evolved, was 
not stated in the report; neither is anything 
therein stated as to whether the commission had 
doubts as to whether “Abraham and Sarah” and 
“Tsaac and Rebecca,” to say nothing of “Jacob,” 
were veritable personages, or whether it had 
questions as to the Old Testament generally. 
However, these things may be, and no affirmation 
is being made, it was not the first time for the 
commission to take out of the Ritual Old Testa- 
ment references and passages. 

From the “Form for Burial of the Dead” the 
commission omitted passages which, from time 
immemorial, had been read or pronounced as the 
minister preceded the earthly remains of the de- 
parted. 

It omitted the sublime Old Testament Scrip- 
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ture: “I know that my Redeemer liveth, and 
that he shall stand at the latter day upon the 
earth,” etc. (Job 19: 25-27), and the commis- 
sion says the mourner following the remains, 
should not, and shall not, ever have his heart 
gladdened by hearing, “I know that my Re- 
deemer liveth.” Now he must go and hear the 
uplifting solo in Handel’s Oratorio of the Mes- 
siah. That the commission could not prevent. 
But then we remember that this passage is from 
the Old Testament Scriptures, the first part of 
our Bible, and the commission seems to have no 
predilection for the Old Testament, at least it 
would seem so from its excisions of Old Testa- 
ment quotations and references from the Ritual. 

Then the commission struck out another pas- 
sage to be said preceding the remains, a passage 
made from the New Testament (I Timothy 6:7), 
and from the Old Testament (Job 1: 21). The 
apostle, writing to Timothy, said: “We brought 
nothing into this world, and it is certain we can 
carry nothing out,” and Job said: “The Lord 
gave, and the Lord hath taken away; blessed be 
the name of the Lord;” and the makers of the 
liturgy combined them, giving the familiar form: 
“We brought nothing into this world, and it is 
certain we can carry nothing out. The Lord 
gave, and the Lord hath taken away; blessed 
be the name of the Lord;” and through long ages 
these words have repeated their solemn lessons 
to the living in the presence of the dead. The 
commission of 1916, however, said that this must 
not continue any longer and struck it out of the 
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burial service. But why silence the solemn, 
time-honored and Scriptural utterances. Have 
they ceased to be truths? Then why? Well, 
yes, have we not the explanation in the fact that 
one-half of the saying is from the Book of Job, 
which belongs to the Old Testament, and the 
commission does not seem to be partial to the 
Old Testament, though it is a part of the canon- 
ical scriptures. 

The commission substituted: “For we know 
that if the earthly house of our tabernacle be dis- 
solved, we have a building from God, a house not 
made with hands, eternal in the heavens” (2 Cor. 
5: 1); and, from “The Revelation”: “And I 
saw no temple therein: for the Lord God the Al- 
mighty, and the Lamb, are the temple thereof. 
And the city hath no need of the sun, neither of 
the moon to shine upon it: for the glory of God 
did lighten it, and the lamp thereof is the Lamb” 
(Revelation 21: 22, 23). 

These are splendid citations and useful on a 
great variety of occasions, but for a funeral oc- 
casion they do not compensate for the obliter- 
ation of “I know that my redeemer liveth,” and 
“We brought nothing into this world.” 

From the committal the commission struck 
out the impressive opening words: “Forasmuch 
as it hath pleased Almighty God, in his wise 
providence, to take out of the world the soul of 
the departed.” The mere words had a lofty 
movement that fitted well the sublime thought 
and suggestion of the sentences. The ideas of 
God, the Almighty One; the divine providence; 
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the soul of a human being; the departure of the 
soul taken out of this world—the words, the 
thought, the stately progression, produced most 
solemn feelings at the tomb where were to rest 
the earthly part that remained. 

For these familiar and almost sacred words, 
the commission of 1916 substituted: “Foras- 
much as the Spirit of the departed hath returned 
to the God who gave it.” 

There is no particular dignity in that as to 
word or substance, and in it there is no rhyth- 
mical swing. If there is any reason for taking 
out the old form of words, it is not a question of 
music or dignity, for the substitution does not 
excel or equal that which was stricken out. Pos- 
sibly, then, the reason is in the thought. Was 
there any error in the venerable expressions? 
Was there any doubt as to the Almighty God 
or His Almightiness? Was the omission to be 
construed as a denial of God’s “wise provi- 
dence?” Was it because the commission did not 
want any one to believe that the Almighty God 
could or did “take out of the world the soul of 
the departed”? If the commission did not be- 
lieve these things, on what grounds did it base 
its non-belief or disbelief? 

If there was some mystery in the old sentences, 
perchance, there may be some difficulty in the 
new expressions. When one read: “Foras- 
much as the Spirit of the departed hath returned 
to the God who gave it,” he might conclude that 
the intention was to say that the spirit had re- 
turned to God voluntarily, and that God had 
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nothing to do with it. But how could anybody 
prove that? Of whom could it certainly be said 
excepting of a suicide? Of a suicide it might 
possibly be said that the spirit had voluntarily 
“returned to the God who gave it.” 

Then the phrase “to the God who gave it” is 
open to criticism. What is meant by “to the 
God” or “the God”? Did the writer think there 
were gods many and that “the God” was a par- 
ticular god out of the number? What other God 
is there? If there is only one God, as we be- 
lieve, why not say “to God,’ and not “to the 
God”? 

Fortunately the commission preserved the 
time-honored phrases: “We therefore commit 
his body to the ground, earth to earth, ashes to 
ashes, dust to dust.” 

These are not all the things that might be 
pointed out, but they are specimens quite suf- 
ficient to show the faulty work that was done 
by the commission of 1916, in the revision of the 
ritual of the Methodist Episcopal Church, which, 
in that year it submitted to the General Con- 
ference. 

Taking altogether the work of this commis- 
sion, the critical but unbiased student of the pro- 
posed ritual, cannot help being impressed with 
the feeling that some of the revisers were deal- 
ing lightly with venerated phrases and even 
lengthy passages; that there was a disposition to 
change the specific and well defined into the 
general or less definite; that there were manifst 
efforts at modifying old doctrinal expressions; 
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and that there seemed to be a desire to take much 
of the force out of the obligations of members, 
ministers, and even bishops, by eliminating the 
obligations or by changing their old and well un- 
derstood statements and verbal forms., | 

It was hard, in view of all these things, to 
resist the fear, or the rising suspicion, that some- 
where and somehow there was a disposition, or 
purpose, to suppress, or ignore, the old doctrines 
of the Church, with which it had made its suc- 
cesses, and on which it had won its victories; 
but, leaving out of consideration questions as to i 
motive or deliberate intention, the fact was plain 
that the undermining of the doctrines was being 
done, and that attacks on the faith of the Church 
were being carried forward by some within the 
Church. 

Taking the commission’s proposed revision of 
the ritual in 1916, in it could be found evidence 
to substantiate the statement, for many changes 
were calculated to throw the doctrinal teachings 
of the Church into serious confusion, and to 
start excited questionings that would perplex the 
people and cause a loss of faith. 


CHAPTER III 


THE PROPOSED REVISION BEFORE THE GENERAL 
CONFERENCE 


The commission on the Revision of the Ritual 
did not have plenary power. What it had done 
was not finally done. All it could do was to pre- 
pare propositions to be reported to the General 
Conference of the Methodist Episcopal Church; 
for that body to hear, consider, and take action, 
and without such presentation and action the 
propositions prepared by the commission would 
be null. 

The report of the commission on Ritual Re- 
vision was awaited with interest, and by some 
was looked for with very great interest. 

On Monday, the eighth day of May, nineteen 
hundred and sixteen, the report from the com- 
mission on the Revision of the Ritual was for- 
mally presented to the General Conference, then 
in session at Saratoga Springs, New York, and 
the consideration of the report promptly began. 

The consideration began on the first service in 
the printed report, which contained, in parallel 
columns, the then ritual and the proposed re- 
vision, the first service being the “Order for the 
Administration of Baptism to Infants,” and it 
was ordered that it be considered seriatim. 

The first paragraph was taken up. This 
struck out the paragraph in the old form, which 
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began: “Dearly Beloved, forasmuch as all men 
are conceived and born in sin,” and substituted : 
“Dearly Beloved, forasmuch as God in his great 
mercy has entered into covenant relations with 
man,” etc. ; 

At the end of the old paragraph the word 
“lively” appeared in “and become a lively mem- 
ber of the same,” but this the proposed paragraph 
of the commission struck out and inserted the 
word “living,” so that it would read, “and be- 
come a living member of the same,” or, taking in 
a little more of the connection: “be received 
into Christ’s holy Church, and become a living 
member of the same.” 

This point in the commission’s substitute was 
objected to quite vigorously, for one might be 
“living” as a member, and, yet, not be a very 
“lively member,” and the entire change met with 
considerable opposition, but the opening para- 
graphs of the commission’s report was adopted 
and the long-time “forasmuch as all men are con- 
ceived and born in sin” was set aside, and the 
new and very different statement of the commis- 
sion, including the “living” but not “lively mem- 
ber” was permitted to take its place, showing 
that the conference was giving the commission 
the benefit of the doubt, on the presumption that 
the commission had thoroughly studied the 
matter. 

Then came the abbreviated prayer to take the 
place of the old prayer, from which the commis- 
sion had taken, “who of thy great mercy hast 
condescended to enter into covenant relations 
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with man, wherein thou hast included children” 
and, after some changes, had with it built up the 
opening paragraph taking the place of “con- 
ceived and born in sin,” and it was adopted, 
though it made other changes, for example, elim- 
inating from the prayer, “wash him and sanctify 
him,” and “the evils of this present world,” from 
“So overcome the evils of this present world.” 
The commission also had taken out “he may 
attain to everlasting life” from “that finally he 
may attain to everlasting life.” 

There are several theological implications in 
these eliminations. Taking out the petition in 
behalf of the child to “wash him and sanctify 
him” was an intimation that the child’s moral 
nature was such that he did not need the divine 
washing and the divine sanctification. 

When the commission took out “the evils of 
this present world” from “so overcome the evils 
of this present world,” and merely left “so over- 
come,” it made another of its indefinite state- 
ments and presented nothing to be overcome, 
whereas the old prayer definitely stated “the 
evils of this present world,” and so the child was 
left unprayed for in this particular, as though 
there were no sins or evils in this present world. 

Then, when the commission omitted “may at- 
tain to everlasting life’ from “that finally he 
may attain to everlasting life,” if it did not 
obliterate the idea of the spiritual and eternal 
life, beginning here and extending into the be- 
yond, it certainly did not emphasize the idea, 
while at the same time, it lowered the dignity of 
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the language and spoiled the rhythm and flow of 
both words jand thought. 

That the General Conference allowed the form 
of prayer to pass, shows the difficulty of a body 
of between eight and nine hundred delegates con- 
sidering the details and niceties, as well as the 
theology, of such an extensive ritual revision. 

The four short prayers which followed in the 
old form, with “grant that all carnal affections 
may die in him” that “he may have power and 
strength to have victory, and to triumph against 
the devil, the world, and the flesh;” that they 
may “be endued with heavenly virtues, and ever- 
lastingly rewarded;”’ and “whose most dearly 
beloved Son Jesus Christ, for the forgiveness of 
our sins, did shed out of his most precious side, 
both water and blood,” etc.; the commission com- 
pletely blotted out. 

It may be said that this shortened oe service. 
Surely it did, but, doubtless, it did many other 
things, as may be quickly and easily seen. 

It got rid of the thought that in the child there 
were, or might be, “carnal affections ;” it avoided 
any mention of “the devil, the world, and the 
flesh,’ and the thought that there was any 
“power and strength” “to triumph against” 
them; it evaded any reference to the idea that 
the nature of childhood needed to “be endued 
with heavenly virtues;” and it obviated any ad- 
mission that Jesus, God’s beloved Son, had died 
a sacrificial death “for the forgiveness of our 
sins.” If that was not a theological sweep into 
oblivion what was it? It would be difficult to 
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persuade some people that that was innocently 
or unintentionally done. However that may be, 
the things went out. 

In the last of these four prayers occurred the 
petition: “Sanctify this water for this Holy 
Sacrament,” and this promptly became a popular 
point of attack. From some it underwent con- 
siderable criticism, as though it was Romish, and 
would turn the symbolical element into Roman 
Catholic holy water, though the Church had been 
praying that for long over a century without 
any suspicion of that possibility, and without 
raising any question. Strange that so much 
time was devoted to this item, when the critics 
themselves, if they heard one, saying grace at a 
meal, utter the prayer: “Sanctify this food for 
our use, and us to thy service,’ would have 
thought it quite proper. 

They seemed to forget the simple Scriptural 
meanings of the word sanctify, as, for example, 
when it means to set apart. It shows, however, 
what may be done in, and by, a multitude that 
has lost some of its calmness. But the oppo- 
sition was great, and this petition in the ven- 
erable prayer was ordered stricken out. 

Then the “Address to the parents” was taken 
up, and an effort was made to insert “the prayers 
that appear in the present Ritual,” and the 
whole item was recommitted to the commission. 

An effort was made to go back to the begin- 
ning, and the vote on the first paragraph which 
contained the declaration and the exhortation 
“to call upon God the Father, through our Lord 
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Jesus Christ,” for His blessing on the child, was 
reconsidered, and it was then moved to strike 
out the words: “For to such belongeth to the 
Kingdom of God,” and to insert therefor the 
words, “For of such is the Kingdom of Heaven.” 

At this point, which was near to the end of 
the morning session, when other business had to 
be transacted, it was voted that the further con- 
sideration of the report be postponed and made 
the order of the day for the next morning imme- 
diately after the reading of the journal. 

The next morning the consideration was con- 
tinued and the motion to amend the first para- 
graph by inserting “For of such is the Kingdom 
of Heaven,” was lost, and the paragraph was 

again adopted. 

Then the commission again reported the four 
prayers to be “inclosed in brackets,” which 
meant their use would be optional. A motion 
was made to strike out “inclosed in brackets,” 
put this was lost by a vote of 312 ayes to 377 
noes. A motion to omit the entire section from 
the ritual failed by a vote of 354 ayes to 356 
noes, a difference of two votes. The section was 
adopted, and then it was moved to adopt the 
“Address to parents.” 

The General Conference had undertaken to go 
through the proposed ritual seriatim, and it now 
had been considering it one day and a part of a 
second day, and in these two days, the Confer- 
ence had agreed upon only three items in a single 
service, namely, the “Order for the Administra- 
tion of Baptism to Infants.” If it took the Con- 
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ference one full day and part of another to con- 
sider and debate only the beginning of one 
service, how long would it take to consider, de- 
bate, and decide the long list of services in the 
ritual? That was the question that filled and 
troubled the minds of over eight hundred dele- 
gates. 

If it took about two sessions to consider only 
a few small portions of the first part of the first 
service, when could the Conference get through 
the entire report, and when could time be found 
for the transaction of the rest of the business, or 
of any business. That was the question. 

Then, wearied with the hopelessness of the 
task, a motion was made that the Conference 
adopt the entire report of the commission on the 
Revision of the Ritual without further debate 
and without further reading, and the Conference 
seemed on the eve of adopting an important and 
extended report without reading or discussion. 

At this juncture a thoughtful mind saw that 
this would not do and devised a way out of the 
difficult situation, and to prepare the way for 
this, a secretary moved the reconsideration of 
the vote fixing the seriatim consideration. 

The reconsideration was voted, and then the 
former delegate presented the following reso- 
lution: 

“Resolved. That this entire report is hereby 
received and referred to the Board of Bishops 
with full power to consider, approve, amend, or 
disapprove, all or any part thereof and to print 
the Ritual, as they may finally approve it, in the 


68 THE REVISED RITUAL OF 1916. 


next edition of the Discipline and of the 
Psalter.”* 

This was adopted and the whole matter was 
thus referred to the Board of Bishops “with 
power.” . 

In this the General Conference manifested 
great confidence in the bishops of the Church. 
The willingness to entrust this important work 
to the Episcopal board “with full power” to use 
its own judgment as to what should be done, 
was hardly matched in a century, and the bishops 
could not fail to appreciate this mark of faith. 

However, it was putting a most delicate task 
on perhaps the busiest body connected with the 
General Conference, and asking very much of the 
bishops in the time at their disposal. 

The outcome was awaited with great interest. 


*General Conference Journal, 1916, pp. 330-334. 


CHAPTER IV 
THE BISHOPS’ RE-REVISED RITUAL 


The report of the commission on the Revision 
of the Ritual having been referred, by the Gen- 
eral Conference of 1916, to the Board of Bishops 
of the Methodist Episcopal Church, it now be- 
came the duty of this episcopal board to care- 
fully scrutinize the report, and to decide what 
should be done. 

The act of the General Conference did not fix 
any day, or any particular time, when the 
Bishops must or should complete their work. It 
did not say that it must be done before the ad- 
journment of the session of the Nineteen Hun- 
dred and Sixteen General Conference. It did 
say that the Board of Bishops, that is to say, not 
the Bishops acting individually, but the bishops 
duly assembled as a Board of Bishops, had “full 
power to consider, approve, amend, or disapprove 
all or any part of the report” of the commission, 
and, then, “to print the Ritual, as they may 
finally approve it, in the next edition of the Dis- 
cipline and of the Psalter.” 

The Board of Bishops had great latitude. It 
could “approve, amend, or disapprove all or any 
part of the” revised ritual which had been pro- 
posed, and, therefore, the Board of Bishops was 
not bound to approve that which had been re- 
ported, in any particular whatever, and it was 
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not bound to make any revision of the Ritual at 
all. Further it was not obligated to report to 
the General Conference at any time, but, if it did 
approve a ritual, a new revision or the old ritual, 
or any revision in whole or part, it was to print 
the ritual as approved by the Board “in the next 
edition of the Discipline and of the Psalter.” 

Consequently if the Board of Bishops found 
it impossible to satisfactorily complete the work 
assigned them before the close of the Conference, 
it might have waited until after the General Con- 
ference had adjourned and then meet and finish 
the work in time for the printing of the next 
edition of the Book of Discipline, and if the 
Board prepared nothing new, all that would have 
been necessary was to direct the reprinting of the 
old ritual. Or, finding itself unable to finish the 
task assigned it before the adjournment of the 
Conference, the Board could have reported that 
fact to the General Conference, which body could 
have authorized the Board of Bishops to continue 
the work during the succeeding quadrennium, 
or it could have made some other order. 

Again, if it was not possible for the Board of 
Bishops to do the work during the short and 
broken time of the remaining part of the Gen- 
eral Conference session, the Board could have 
waited until after the adjournment of the Con- 
ference, and then gone into seclusion in some 
_quiet place, and even then had a revision ready 
in time for the forthcoming edition of the Book 
of Discipline. 

This, indeed, was suggested to the Board of 
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Bishops, but the suggestion was met by the state- 
ment that a legal difficulty might arise if the 
Bishops did not report any revision the Board 
might make to the General Conference, and se- 
cure its action thereon. This asserted difficulty 
it was thought would be obviated by reporting 
and having the vote of the Conference on the 
report. 

So the Board of Bishops decided to take up the 
work of revision while the Conference was in 
session, and amid the turmoil connected with 
the Conference, and the many and pressing de- 
mands upon the Board in its own meetings. 

Without attempting to set forth every action 
of the bishops touching the ritual matter com- 
mitted to them, it may be sufficient to briefly no- 
tice some of the more important things which 
the Board of Bishops did do, and did not do, in 
this matter of ritual revision. 

The Board had before it the entire report of 
the “Commission on Revision of Ritual,” which 
had been presented to the 1916 General Confer- 
ence, then in session, which, as has already been 
stated, was in print with the existing ritual and 
the proposed revision in parallel columns. ; 

One of the Bishops had been a member of the 
commission and his knowledge as a commissioner 
was at the service of the Board of Bishops, and 
another member of the commission was admitted 
to a meeting of the Board, when the revision was 
under examination, to explain the commission’s 
work, so that the view of the commission was 
very fully represented. 
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First, there should be noticed some of the 
things the Board of Bishops did do. Taking up 
the first paragraph of the “Order for the Admin- 
istration of Baptism to Infants,” the Board con- 
sidered the words “living” and “lively,” which 
had excited so much discussion in the General 
Conference, though it was a question of only 
one word. The General Conference had taken 
out the old word “lively,” and substituted the 
word “living,” which had been recommended by 
the commission. After a review of the matter 
the Board of Bishops restored the word “lively,” 
may “be received into Christ’s holy Church, and 
become a liwwely member of the same.”, 

In the same service, the Board of Bishops put 
back into the charge to the parents or other 
sponsors, the old specifications: “and learn the 
Lord’s Prayer, the Ten Commandments, the 
Apostles’ Creed, and the Cathechism,” but seem 
not to have restored “and all other things which 
a Christian ought to know and believe to his 
soul’s health, in order that he may be brought 
up to lead a virtuous and holy life, remembering 
that Baptism doth represent unto us that in- 
ward purity which disposeth us to follow the 
example of our Saviour Christ; that as he died 
and rose again for us, so should we, who are 
baptized, die unto sin and rise again unto right- 
eousness, continually mortifying all corrupt af- 
fections, and daily proceeding in all virtue and 
godliness.” 

The restoration of the specifications was a 
good piece of work, but the failure to restore 
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the latter part, including the definition of bap- 
tism, and the lessons therefrom, was exceedingly 
unfortunate. True, it abbreviated the service, 
but it lost valuable teachings, not addressed to 
the infant, but to the parents, or guardians, who 
were responsible for the rearing and protection 
of the child. 

In the “Order for the Administration of Bap- 
tism to such as are of Riper Years,” a number 
of changes were made. Into the commission’s 
first paragraph, the address to the congregation, 
the Bishops inserted, after “our Saviour Christ,” 
the words “saith except a man be born anew he 
cannot see the kingdom of God, and also,” that 
is “and also gave commandment,” etc. From the 
Same paragraph the commission had stricken out 
after “grant to these persons” the words “that 
which by nature they cannot have,” as though the 
intention in the omission was to teach that they 
could have, or did have it by nature. The bishops 
restored these words, so that the part read “call 
upon God the Father, through our Lord Jesus 
Christ, that of his bounteous goodness he will 
grant to these persons that which by nature they 
cannot have.” This brought back some of the 
old teaching which the commission had elim- 
inated. So those who hear this service may 
know that the Church still teaches that God can 
grant to the soul “that which by nature (it) can- 
not have.” 

Into the address to the “persons to be bap- 
tized,” the bishops, after “you must also faith- 
fully, for your part,” reintroduced, what the 
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commission had stricken out, namely, “promise 
in the presence of this whole congregation, that 
you will renounce the devil and all his works, 
and constantly believe God’s Holy Word, and 
obediently keep his commandments.” 

The commission had omitted all about re 
nouncing “the devil and all his works,” and the 
duty of believing “God’s Holy Word,” and of 
“obediently keep(ing) his commandments.” 
Why, may be for us a matter of inference, but 
the fact remains that the commission got rid of 
all these things, and substituted, “promise and 
answer to the following questions,” which was 
an almost meaningless substitution, and, as com- 
pared with the old form, was the quintessence of 
weakness. 

The bishops also took out the commission’s 
question: “Wilt thou renounce all sin,” -etc., 
and restored the question from the old service. 
“Dost thou renounce the devil and all his works, 
the vain pomp and glory of the world, with all 
covetous desires of the same, and the carnal de- 
sires of the flesh, so that thou wilt not follow 
nor be led by them?” with the answer: “TI re- 
nounce them all.” This had in it muscle, and 
meant something, that a stalwart could ap- 
preciate. 

Following this the bishops struck out the weak 
and indefinite question of the commission: 
“Dost thou receive and profess the Christian 
faith as contained in the New Testament of our 
Lord Jesus Christ?” and restored the old ques- 
tions made up of the Apostles’ Creed, as follows: 
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“Dost thou believe in God the Father Al- 
mighty, Maker of heaven and earth. 

“And in Jesus Christ his only begotten Son 
our Lord; and that he was conceived by the Holy 
Ghost, born of the Virgin Mary; that he suffered 
under Pontius Pilate, was crucified, dead, and 
buried ; that he rose the third day ;” and down to 
“and everlasting life,” at the end. 

In the “Form for Receiving Persons into the 
Church after Probation,” the bishops in several 
important points revised the commission’s re- 
vision, though in others they left it unchanged. 

After the address to “the Persons seeking Ad- 
mission,” and in the questions to them pro- 
pounded, the bishops struck out certain enfeebled 
questions which the commission had substituted, 
and restored most of the questions as they ap- 
peared in the old form. 

Thus they restored: “Do you here, in the 
presence of God and of this congregation, renew 
the solemn promise contained in the Baptismal 
Covenant, ratifying and confirming the same, 
and acknowledging yourselves bound faithfully 
to observe and keep that covenant?” 

The commission at this point had no recog- 
nition of the Baptismal Covenant and its obliga- 
tions, and the bishops supplied the recognition 
by incorporating the old form. They did not, 
however, restore the former statement, “who 
have already received the Sacrament of Bap- 
tism, and have been properly recommended,” 
which the commission had stricken from the 
opening address to the congregation. 
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The bishops took out the commission’s indefi- 
nite question: “Do you receive and profess the 
Christian Faith as contained in the New Testa- 
ment of our Lord Jesus Christ?” and restored 
the old question: “Do you believe in the Doc- 
trines of the Holy Scriptures as set forth in the 
Articles of Religion of the Methodist Episcopal 
Church?” 

Instead of the commission’s single question: 
“Will you be loyal to the Methodist Episcopal 
Church, and uphold it by your prayer, your pres- 
ence, your service, and your means?” the bishops 
inserted the two former inquiries, which the 
commission had cast aside, though they reversed 
the order, as follows: 

“Will you contribute of your earthly sub- 
stance, according to your ability, to the support 
of the Gospel and the various benevolent enter- 
prises of the Church?” and 

“Will you cheerfully be governed by the Rules 
of the Methodist Episcopal Church, hold sacred 
the Ordinances of God, and endeavor, as much 
as in you lies, to promote the welfare of your 
brethren and the advancement of the Redeemer’s 
kingdom?” All this made for clearness and 
strength. 

In “The Sacrament of the Lord’s Supper, or 
the Holy Communion,” the bishops reversed the 
action of the commission in taking out the phrase 
“preserve thy soul and body unto everlasting 
life’ from the form where the minister “deliy- 
ereth the bread” and “delivereth the cup,” and 
restored the forms: “The body of our Lord 
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Jesus Christ, which was given for thee, preserve 
thy soul and body unto everlasting life; and 
“The blood of our Lord Jesus Christ, which was 
Shed for thee, preserve thy soul and body unto 
everlasting life,” and this restoration saved the 
Church from an awkward blunder. 

In the consecration service for bishops, as pre- 
pared by the commission, the Board of Bishops 
made some changes. Thus in the prayer imme- 
diately following the Veni, Creator Spiritus, the 
bishops restored the words “and the author of 
everlasting life” after “to be our Redeemer,” so 
that it read, “thine only and dearly beloved Son 
Jesus Christ to be our Redeemer, and the author 
of everlasting life,” and a little farther on in the 
Same prayer, where the commission had stricken 
out the words “the glad tidings of reconciliation 
with thee,” they restored these words so that the 
part read : “to spread abroad thy Gospel, the glad 
tidings of reconciliation with thee.” 

Strange to say, however, in the equivalent 
place in the service for the ordination of elders, 
the bishops did not restore, “and the author of 
everlasting life,” which the commission had elim- 
inated. 

The bishops refused to change the phrase “the 
holy Catholic Church,” in the Apostles’ Creed, 
as had been suggested by some in the General 
Conference, but having restored the Creed, they 
also restored the explanatory foot-note: “The 
one universal Church of Christ,” which defined 
the word catholic, the small “c” being used in 
spelling catholic, in “catholic Church,” which 
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was the holy Church universal—the one true 
Church of Christ, taking in all true believers. 

The bishops took the word “again” from the 
declaration “that he rose again the third day,” 
as though to avoid the implication that it was a 
repeated act, as so made it read “that he rose 
the third day.” 

The Board of Bishops made a number of 
restorations which were a positive advantage to 
the Church, but the Board did not by any means 
overturn all the changes proposed by the com- 
mission of 1916, or even those that were very 
faulty or worse. 

The bishops did not restore to either of the 
baptismal services the old wording: ‘“Foras- 
much as all men are conceived and born in sin,” 
ete., and they substituted nothing equivalent 
thereto. 

The bishops did not restore the four prayers 
in the baptismal service, containing: “O Mer- 
ciful God, grant that all carnal affections may 
die in him;” “Grant that he may have power and 
strength to have victory, and to triumph against 
the devil, the world, and the flesh;” “may also 
be endued with heavenly virtues;” and the 
fourth, “for the forgiveness of our sins, did shed 
out of his most precious side both water and 
blood,” ete., though the General Conference had 
agreed to these prayers, when the petition “Sanc- 
tify this water for this Holy Sacrament” had 
been stricken out. 

A critic might ask, whether in human nature 
there were no “carnal affections,’ or whether 
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they could not, or should not “die”; whether 
there was no “devil” to triumph over, or it could 
not be done; whether it was not well to pray that 
human beings “be endued with heavenly virtues” ; 
and, whether Jesus did or did not shed “both 
water and blood” “for the forgiveness of our 
sins.” 

In the service for the “Baptism of Infants” 
the bishops allowed to stand in the address to 
parents, the commission’s, “and that he be in- 
structed in the principles of our Holy Faith” 
which was dimly indefinite, but, though allowing 
that to stand, the bishops, strange to say, struck 
out the commission’s qualification, “as contained 
in the Scriptures,” from the commission’s, “and 
that he be instructed in the principles of our 
Holy Faith as contained in the Scriptures,” and 
instead of “as contained in the Scriptures,” in- 
serted “and the nature of the Christian life,” so 
that it read “instructed in the principles of our 
Holy Faith and the nature of the Christian life.” 

To this the commission might rise and ask 
whether “the nature of the Christian life’ was 
not implied “in the principles of our Holy Faith 
as contained in the Scriptures,” and whether the 
bishops did not lose something by striking out 
“as contained in the Scriptures.” And the com- 
mission might also ask: Where are “the prin- 
ciples of our Holy Faith” to be found if we are 
not to go to “the Scriptures” for them? 

The bishops also allowed to stand at the end 
of the address to the parents or sponsors, as a 
substitution for the specific points of the old 
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form, the commission’s words: “and that in every 
way by precept and example, ye shall seek to lead 
him into the love of God and the service of our 
Lord Jesus Christ.” 

After eliminating so much of the old form, one 
may ask, whether the intention of this new ex- 
pression is to teach that the only and sufficient 
way “into the love of God” is “by precept and 
example.” 

So the bishops followed the commission in 
leaving out the old statement of the nature of, 
and reason for, baptism. This is so important 
that it should be repeated and kept before the 
mind. 

It is “remembering always that baptism doth 
represent unto us that inward purity which dis- 
poseth us to follow the example of our Saviour 
Christ; that as he died and rose again for us, so 
should we, who are baptized, die unto sin and 
rise again unto righteousness, continually morti- 
fying all corrupt affections, and daily proceeding 
in all virtue and godliness.” 

This was the only place where such a state- 
ment and explanation of baptism appeared in the 
baptismal services. Hence to let it disappear 
was a most serious matter, and its removal im- 
poverished the ritual, and weakened its doctrinal 
teaching. 

In the “Form of Consecrating Bishops,” the 
Board of Bishops permitted to stand a number of 
questionable changes proposed by the commis- 
sion on the revision of the ritual. 

From the question: “Will you then faithfully 
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exercise yourself in the same Holy Scriptures, 
and call upon God by prayer for the true under- 
standing of the same,” etc., the commission struck 
out what followed, namely, “so that you may be 
able by them to teach and exhort with wholesome 
doctrine, and to withstand and convince gain- 
Sayers?” and the bishops did not put it back. 

While that continued to maintain the duty of 
having “the true understanding” of the Holy 
Scriptures, it eliminated the emphasis previously 
put on teaching and exhorting with “wholesome 
doctrine,” and also the duty of withstanding and 
convincing “gainsayers.” The point was not 
merely to understand the Holy Scriptures but 
to use the understanding in the ways and for the 
purposes indicated. Cutting out to ensure brev- 
ity does not compensate for such a loss. 

From another question which has already been 
mentioned, the commission took out the conclud- 
ing part, “that the adversary may be ashamed, 
having nothing to say against you,” thus getting 
rid of the reference to the “adversary,” and the 
bishops did not restore it. 

This old reason for a bishop showing himself 
a good example by living a blameless life, must, 
in the olden time, have had some meaning and 
point. Why does it not now? Well, does it not 
now? 

Is the objection to the word adversary? Who 
was the adversary? The general meaning of the 
word is an enemy, but in I Peter v, 8, it is specif- 
ically Satan, the devil, and the passage reads: 
“Be sober, be vigilant (watchful), because your 
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adversary, the devil, as a roaring lion, walketh 
about, seeking whom he may devour: (v. 9) whom 
withstand stedfast in your faith, knowing that 
the same sufferings are accomplished in your 
brethren who are.in the world.” (American 
Standard Edition.) 

Why was the reference to the “adversary” 
taken out? Was there a prejudice against him 
or the word? Was there a disbelief? Might 
there not be more than one adversary? Should 
not a bishop so live such a righteous and godly 
life as to put to shame any and every adversary? 
Was it worth while to take out this portion of 
the question? It would seem that the climax 
went out. 

The commission omitted entirely the old ques- 
tion: “Are you ready with faithful diligence to 
banish and drive away all erroneous and strange 
doctrines contrary to God’s word, and both pri- 
vately and openly to call upon and encourage 
others to the same?” 

It will be observed that the banishing and driv- 
ing away does not relate to the individuals who 
may have voiced error, but to the erroneous doc- 
trines themselves. It is not the individual who 
is to be executed or imprisoned, or banished to 
a desert island, but the wrong teaching is to be 
met and overcome, banished, and driven away. 
The Church can be tolerant toward misled per- 
sons, but, as it stands for truth, it cannot be 
tolerant toward “erroneous and strange doctrines 
contrary to God’s word.”’ The miasma, the dis- 
ease germ, the virus must be eliminated or neu- 
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tralized. To let them remain means injury to 
others, and it may be to very many. They must 
be overcome. That is the work of pastors and 
particularly of the chief pastors. 

In view of the danger of error and the sus- 
ceptibility of human nature to error such a ques- 
tion should remain and be made even more force- 
ful. To take it out would seem like opening the 
flood-gates of intellectual and moral disaster. 

When it was taken out, the logical inference 
was that it was no longer the duty of a bishop in 
the Methodist Episcopal Church “to banish and 
drive away all erroneous doctrines contrary to 
God’s word, and both privately and openly to 
call upon and encourage others to the same,” but 
that the bishop would have a right to be indif- 
ferent to the character of the theological teaching 
that might appear. 

It was equivalent to an announcement that the 
Church had deliberately and officially become 
less careful and earnest in preserving the truth 
and that a new day of doctrinal license had 
dawned. Practically it would be interpreted as 
an invitation for the open dissemination of false 
notions, with the assurance that as these obliga- 
tions had been removed from the bishops in this 
particular there would be nothing to be feared 
from the episcopacy, and the destructive teacher 
could go on freely with his disturbing and deadly 
work. 

Under this elimination the bishops could, and 
doubtless would, feel that the old obligation hav- 
ing been removed, it was not their duty to be on 
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the alert and ever “ready” to “banish and drive 
away all erroneous and strange doctrines con- 
trary to God’s word,” and to be “ready” to 
do this work “with faithful diligence,” and that 
it was no longer their duty to arouse the Church 
to an appreciation of the dangers from . false 
teachings, or “both privately and openly” “call 
upon and encourage others” to bestir themselves, 
likewise, “to banish and drive away erroneous 
and strange doctrines contrary to God’s word.” 

The practical and logical inference generally 
would be that the false thinking and false teach- 
ing latitudinarian age had fully come, and that, 
notwithstanding venerable formulations of the 
Christian and Scriptural faith, falsity in doctrine 
would have free course “without let or hin- 
drance.” That would be the understanding, peo- 
ple would act accordingly, and corrupt doctrine 
would result in corrupt living. 

People will wonder why that strong old ques- 
tion was thrown out by the commission, and 
doubtless will frame their own answers, possibly 
reasoning from what the commission has done 
in other doctrinal cases, and from its manifest 
tendency. 

People will wonder also why the bishops, with 
all these facts before them, or as they should have 
had them in their consideration, did not 
promptly put the venerable inquiry back in its 
old place, and will be astonished to discover that 
it was not put back in its old place, or in any 
other place. 

The Board of Bishops did not restore this 
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great question which the commission had elim- 
inated, but apparently reasoned that the place 
should not be left a complete blank, and so 
selected a modified question which the commis- 
sion had inserted in the service for the ordination 
of elders, and decided to use it instead of the old 
test inquiry. 

So for the old question they substituted the 
commission’s question slightly changed as fol- 
lows: “Will you be ready with faithful diligence 
to withstand and to defend the Church against 
all erroneous and strange doctrines contrary to 
God’s Word and to use public and private moni- 
tions as need shall require and occasion be 
given?” 

As in all cases of patchwork the point of in- 
sertion and the line of juncture stand out in 
contrast with the original fabric. In the effort 
to put in the words “withstand” and “defend” 
instead of the former “banish and drive away” 
the flow of thought is not smooth, but gives 
rather rocky sailing. Thus, “to withstand, and 
to defend the Church against all erroneous and 
strange doctrines” is somewhat awkward. To 
defend against is understandable, but “to with- 
stand . . . the Church against” causes a 
good deal of limping in both rhetoric and 
thought. But there are far more serious objec- 
tions. 

The old obligation was to “banish and drive 
away,” while this revamped form is merely to 
“withstand and defend,” the weakness of which 
in comparison must be apparent even to persons 
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of very ordinary perception. The old “banish 
and drive away” meant vigorous aggression 
against false doctrine, while the “withstand” 
and “defend” modification means a waiting and 
almost pacifistic inaction, or at best a defensive 
policy that allows the enemy to choose his time 
and make an attack before the bishops begin to 
withstand and actively defend. At best it means 
not a vigorous offensive, but a defensive battle, 
and does not, like the old form, have the ring of 
victory. It is a weakened challenge and a com- 
promise before the battle is joined. 

Further, the new question does not boldly 
make it the duty of the bishop “to call upon and 
encourage others” to “banish and drive away” 
false doctrines. These strong and stimulating 
words are rejected, and instead the new form has 
the tame expression “to use public and private 
monitions as need shall require and occasion be 
given.” 

This may possibly be better than nothing, but 
it has lost the meaning and force of the old ques- 
tion, and looks like a compromise which seems 
* almost a surrender. 

Similar weakening modifications were made in 
the service for the ordination of elders as will 
appear to those who make a careful comparison. 

Certainly these changes do not strengthen the 
obligations for the maintenance of sound doc- 
trine, as they were presented in the ritual prior 
to nineteen hundred and sixteen. Then the ritual 
said it was the duty of bishop and presbyter to 
attack, drive away, and banish false doctrines. 
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Now the new form has nothing of that courage- 
ous aggressiveness, but merely that when the 
error comes uncomfortably close and makes an 
attack, the bishop, driven to the wall, so to speak, 
will endeavor to hold his ground, and even then 
the false doctrine is not to be banished and driven 
away, but may be permitted to persist, wait 
around, bide its time; and, when ready, make 
another attack. 

The commission took out the question: “Have 
you saving faith in the Lord Jesus Christ?” and 
one of the strangest things about the revised 
ritual is the very remarkable fact that the Board 
of Bishops did not put the question back in its 
old place, where it had stood for generations, but 
the Board did not put it back. 

Why did the Bishops sustain the commission 
in getting rid of the question about “saving 
faith?” It may prove to be one of the mysterious 
inquiries. 

Is there not such a thing as “saving faith?” 
Is there not such a thing as salvation by faith? 
Is that not a fundamental doctrine of Protestant- 
ism? Did anybody ever preach it more strongly 
than Methodism? Do we not read in the New 
Testament of “Being justified by faith;” “Be- 
lieve on the Lord Jesus Christ and thou shalt be 
saved,” and “The just shall live by faith?” 

And yet the question: “Have you saving faith 
in the Lord Jesus Christ?” has been eliminated 
from the Methodist Episcopal ritual, and the 
bishops, though they had the opportunity, did 
not save it. 
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It would seem that the elimination of this ven- 
erable question weakens the ritual and its theo- 
logical teachings. 

If the former generations could understand 
what was meant by “saving faith,” why cannot 
the present and future generations? If it was 
needed before, why is it not now? If there is no 
“saving faith” in Methodism, what is there left 
in Methodism? 

Evidently the bishops worked on the basis of 
the commission’s revision, rather than on the 
former ritual, as their direct basis, and that, in 
some degree, will account for the revision which 
resulted. 

It is plain, however, that the former ritual 
was consulted, for portions of the old ritual were 
bodily transferred and substituted for matter 
stricken out of the commission’s revision. Had 
the process been reversed, and the former ritual 
been made the actual basis, the result might 
have been different. | 

But all along the revision by the commission 
was treated with great respect. 


CHAPTER V 


THE BISHOPS’ RE-REVISION BEFORE THE 
GENERAL CONFERENCE 


Having gone over the report of the Commission — 
on the Revision of the Ritual, and made certain 
alterations in the proposed Ritual, the Board of 
Bishops decided that the proper thing to do 
would be to report the result to the General Con- 
ference, notwithstanding the whole matter had 
been placed in the hands of the bishops with full 
power, and the General Conference had not 
requested, or provided for, such a report. 

Therefore, on the twentieth day of May, nine- 
teen hundred and sixteen, the secretary of the 
Board of Bishops reported to the General Con- 
ference, and, in regard to this the Journal of the 
General Conference has the following entry: 

“Bishop L. B. Wilson, in behalf of the Board 
of Bishops announced that the bishops were 
ready to report the revised Ritual for such action 
as the General Conference might deem appro- 
priate. 

“On motion of J. T. Stone, the authorization 
to the bishops for final action on the Ritual was 
reiterated, and their report was adopted and 
ordered printed in the Discipline.”’* 

It was a compliment to the Board of Bishops 
that the General Conference intrusted this work 


*General Conference Journal, 1916, pp. 396, 397. 
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of revision to the bishops with plenary power, 
but whether that should be the end of the matter 
is another question. 

Under the order of the General Conference, 
referring the ritual revision to the Board of 
Bishops with full power, it may be held that the 
report thereon to the General Conference was a 
mere formality, but when the General Conference 
took any action at all, it could have taken fuller 
action. 

As it was it can hardly be said that the Gen- 
eral Conference voted intelligently or knowingly 
on the bishops’ revision, for, when the bishops 
reported the document to the General Confer- 
ence it was not discussed, it was not read, it was 
not distributed in printed form, and it was not 
even printed in the General Conference Daily 
Christian Advocate, but the General Conference 
voted to accept it without knowing its contents, 
or even hearing a synopsis of this revision, or 
hearing any sort of statement as to what had 
been done in the way of re-revision. 

That was simply taking it on faith, or, as some 
would phrase it, voting blindly. In other words, 
the General Conference accepted important 
formularies, in which very much depended on 
exactness and niceties of language, without 
knowing what it was accepting, and it never did 
know until months after the adjournment of the 
General Conference, when individual members 
found it printed in the new edition of the Book 
of Discipline. 

So this important document was accepted, or 
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adopted, without scrutiny or discussion, and 
without hearing, or reading, or seeing, or know- 
ing what was in it by a General Conference which 
is responsible for its acts to the whole Church. 

With its eyes closed, and on blind faith, the 
chief representative body of a great denomina- 
tion accepted a ritual containing most vital doc- 
trinal teaching, to be used for the instruction of 
the Church and its congregations, presumably 
for generations, without knowing what it con- 
tained. 

A question may be raised as to whether the 
revised Ritual of 1916 was legally adopted by 
the General Conference, and, as to whether it 
was legally adopted by the Church at all, and 
this is an exceedingly important question, for, if 
it was not legally adopted, it was not adopted at 
all, and, if it was not adopted, it is not the ritual 
of the Church. Would even a resolution be 
properly adopted, if it was not read or stated, 
and the body did not know upon what it was 
voting? 

Further, it is a nice legal question as to 
whether a General Conference, by itself alone, 
can make, or modify, the ritual of the Methodist 
Episcopal Church. Does a ritual contain doc- 
trinal statements, or implications? If so, then 
the General Conference, of itself or by itself, can- 
not make or change doctrines either directly or 
indirectly. The Constitution of the Church pro- 
hibits that. | 

The first restrictive rule reads: The General 
Conference shall not revoke, alter, nor change 
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our Articles of Religion, nor establish any new 
standards or rules of doctrine contrary to our 
present existing and established standards of 
doctrine.” : 

Tf the services in the ritual belong to what the 
Constitution calls “our present (that is in 1808) 
existing and established standards of doctrine,” 
that is to say, other than the Articles of Religion, 
then the General Conference is prohibited from 
revoking, altering, or changing them, and they 
cannot legally be changed, except by the consti- 
tutional process which requires also the consent 
of Annual and Lay Electoral Conferences. 

In the Methodist Episcopal Church, South, 
which has similar constitutional laws, this 
very question was considered by a commission 
on the constitution of that Church. This com- 
mission reported in 1914, and held that “the Rit- 
ual is a part of the doctrinal Constitution of the 
Church,” and said: 

“Tt is our judgment, not hastily but deliber- 
ately reached, that the forms for the administra- 
tion of Baptism and the Lord’s Supper and the 
ordination services cannot be changed by a sim- 
ple majority vote of the General Conference. 
Should it be thought best to change any of these 
forms, it ought to be done in a constitutional 
manner. We, therefore, advise that the forms as 
contained in the Discipline of 1808 (when the 
constitution was adopted), be replaced in the 
next edition of the Discipline and remain there 
until by the constitutional process a change be 
made.” 
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If. these constitutional principles be correct 
then the revised ritual of the Methodist Episco- 
pal Church, considered in 1916, has not been con- 
stitutionally adopted, for not only did the Gen- 
eral Conference act in an irregular way, but the 
proposed revision has not been adopted by the 
Annual Conferences and the Lay Electoral Con- 
ferences, as provided in the Constitution of the 
Church ; and, if the revision of 1916 has not been 
legally adopted, then, it follows, that the ritual 
that came down to the General Conference of 
1916, has not been displaced, but remains the 
ritual of the Church and can be used as such. 


CHAPTER VI 


RITUAL REFLECTIONS 


It must be plain to every fair thinker, espe- 
cially one who has some knowledge of liturgies, 
or even an ordinary knowledge of theology, that 
it is a delicate and dangerous thing to make 
extensive and radical changes in a church ritual 
which, in the very nature of things, is closely 
connected with the doctrinal system of the de- 
nomination. 

Once a liturgy has been correctly composed, 
there should be no necessity for an extensive and 
indiscriminate revision, and it should not be done 
because it makes a too violent wrench in the 
recollection, and too abrupt a change in the 
thought of the Church. Nothing would justify 
it except something like the break in beliefs mani- 
fested at the time of the great Protestant Refor- 
mation. 

It may be different as to one or two minor 
matters. Thus, if time reveals one or two special 
errors that are deemed of some moment, these 
might be modified, but any change in the ritual 
should be made with the most painstaking cau- 
tion and with the extremest care. 

The ritual of a church should be guarded with 
the greatest vigilance and the most earnest solici- 
tude, for it is one of the most important docu- 
ments the church possesses. It contains instruc- 
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tion and inspiration in religious things and the 
practical affairs of life. Its oft- -repeated phrases 
lodge in the memory, and are quickly recalled 
amid life’s varied experiences. It has value in 
the developing stages of the religious life. In 
the ordinary living of the individual its value is 
incalculable. In the more solemn moments of life 
it brings illumination and soul uplift. Through 
the most delicate experiences and down to death 
it brings strength, faith, and cheer, and then 
after death, it accompanies the mortal remains 
until they are deposited in the tomb, and speaks 
words of hope and assurance to and for the 
mourning friends that they may not mourn with- 
out hope. 

The longer a ritual has been in use the greater 
should be the regard felt for it. The sacred asso- 
ciations and memories grow with the years—and 
it never should be treated lightly. If some of 
the liturgy has come down from the very early 
centuries of the Christian era, or even from the 
middle ages, that may be all the better, and make 
it all the richer for those who worship in this 
modern age. That parts do come from the dis- 
tant past gives it greater historic value, and, 
probably, greater devotional merit, for there were 
genuine Christians in those earlier times, who 
had, not only piety of a lofty type, but also a 
marvellous skill in composing prayers and fram- 
ing devotional expressions, and an ability in 
these regards far beyond that which seems to be 
possessed by the most cultured and most devout 
in these modern days. 


96 THE REVISED RITUAL OF 1916. 


When possessed, these treasures from the for- 
mer times should not be heedlessly cast aside, but 
treasured as among the most precious things, for 
a careless sifting may lose many religious gems 
of rarest purity and beauty. 

The principles that should apply to ritual revis- 
jon are involved in the words of the Rev. 
Doctor James Orr, the professor of Systematic 
Theology, in the United Free Church College, of 
Glasgow, Scotland, when he says: 

“It cannot be impressed too strongly that 
Christian doctrines are not a collocation of iso- 
lated conceptions, any one of which may be al- 
tered or abandoned without effect upon the rest, 
but have an internal unity and coherence, bind- 
ing them together as a whole, so that one cannot 
be tampered with without injury to every part.”* 

That being true, as it certainly is, it should 
not be thought strange, that when men, no matter 
how able they may be, undertake to change long- 
established expressions which are related to, and 
associated with, the doctrines of the Church, as 
in the case of a ritual, a word of caution should 
-be uttered, and, when the revision has been made, 
the work should most critically be scanned. In- 
deed, it must be the duty of the Church, and of 
individuals in it, to even severely scrutinize the 
changes, and demand that the old and familiar 
forms shall have the benefit of the doubt. 

In the case of the revision of the Methodist 
Episcopal ritual in 1916, the great preliminary 





*Rev. James Orr, D. D.: ' “Sin as a Problem of Today”; 
New York: Methodist Book Concern, p. 24. 
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blunder was in the fact that the commission was 
given too much to do, or it undertook too much. 
A wholesale revision was too much and the result 
proves it was a mistake, and, taking it altogether, 
a disaster. 

The revision should at least be a growth from 
the former ritual and not the remains of that 
which has been made a ruin. It is one thing to 
trim off an excrescence; it is another thing to 
hack away the graceful limbs and to cut off the 
trunk of the tree from the life-giving roots. 

A dispassionate student of the revised ritual 
of nineteen hundred and sixteen would say that 
it not only tells its own story as to what hap- 
pened to the ritual, but that it also reveals cer- 
tain tendencies on the part of those who made 
the revision. 

First, it reveals a disposition to eliminate selec- 
tions from the Old Testament, and allusions to 
that Old Covenant, as though the Old Testa- 
ment was of less, or little, or no authority in the 
Christian Church. 

Second, it reveals a disposition to greatly mod- 
ify the old, and time-honored, formulations in- 
volving doctrinal statements, when there was no 
real necessity for doing so, and when it meant 
an actual loss in the doctrinal presentation. 

Third, it reveals what might be interpreted to 
be a disposition or determination to blot out dec- 
larations as to natural depravity. 

Fourth, it reveals an apparent desire to de- 
stroy, or becloud, the doctrine of salvation from 
sin, through repentance, prayer, and faith in the 
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atonement of Jesus Christ, and the intervention 
of divine power, and this is especially suggested 
in the elimination of the question: “Have you 
saving faith in the Lord Jesus Christ?” 

Fifth, it reveals a disposition to diminish the 
obligation of the ministry, and, particularly of 
the bishops, to attack and destroy doctrinal 
errors, aS though inviting latitudinarianism, in- 
stead of maintaining the doctrinal teachings of 
the articles and other doctrinal formulations of 
the Church. 

This may be called a summing up of the chief 
characteristics of the revision of nineteen hun- 
dred and sixteen. 

The Board of Bishops corrected a number of 
things in the commission’s work but did not go 
to the full extent. The bishops probably started 
with a profound respect for the commission that 
had made the proposed revision, and were gen- 
erally inclined to give the commission the benefit 
of the doubt, though the result shows that in a 
number of instances they decided against the 
commission. 

The simple fact is that the Board of Bishops 
did not have sufficient time to do the work as- 
signed them satisfactorily, and the revision by 
the bishops was work done in haste. 

The Board of Bishops generally met in the 
afternoon when the General Conference was not 
in session, and, toward the end, even met at night 
while the Conference was in session. 

The afternoon sessions of the Board of Bishops 
lasted about two hours and a half or three hours, 
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so that in eight days the bishops had about 
twenty-four hours, or less, for their detailed work 
and multitudinous affairs, much of the time being 
given up to pressing business submitted by the 
Conference to the Board from day to day. 

In the few hours of a single day, so to speak, 
with many interruptions and distractions, amid 
the details of many things, this board undertook 
to study and revise this delicate document called 
the Ritual, which was made up of a considerable 
number of documents generally called services, 

The commission’s revision was referred to the 
bishops, on the ninth of May, 1916, and, as re- 
vised by the bishops, was presented to the Gen- 
eral Conference, on Saturday morning, the twen- 
tieth day of that month, about eleven days after 
it was referred to the Board of Bishops, the board 
having had it under consideration about nine 
days, and, deducting one Sunday, making about 
eight days in which the work was done. If the 
board had had all of the three hours, each of the 
eight days, it would have had a total of only 
about twenty-four hours, or a single day, to re- 
vise this multitude of services, but every one of 
those sessions was crowded with detailed work 
on many other matters connected with the Gen- 
eral Conference, so that, in about a week, it did 
not have even twenty-four hours, but altogether 
only a few hours, and broken hours at that, to 
do this important and delicate work. 

In the few hours left, the bishops undertook 
to critically scrutinize and revise a ritual con- 
taining sixteen distinct services requiring great 
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accuracy in thought, and exactness in language. 
It would seem to be an impossible task. 

There was little or no time for a calm and care- 
ful consideration of a work that might fairly 
have demanded months or even years. 

The irregular fragments of time, which the 
bishops managed to wrest from other business, 
did not give the bishops a fair opportunity to do 
their best on a liturgical construction, which had 
also to be a theological and rhetorical formulary, 
and, when one examines the outcome in the re- 
vised revision, he should remember the interrup- 
tions, and the informalities of conversation in 
the total of a very few hours. 

The Church will want to know what has been 
gained, or what has been lost, by the nineteen 
hundred and sixteen revision of the ritual. In 
course of time it is likely to find many changes 
and many losses, and to ask how they came 
about, and why these things were permitted. 

One reason given for eliminating so much from 
the old ritual was that greater brevity might be 
secured, but brevity is not the most important 
thing. The exact statement of truth is vastly 
more important, and the educational value of a 
liturgy is not to be overlooked. 

It cannot be said that the new statements or 
the modification of former passages have the 
Saxon vigor of the old ritual. One aim of the 
revisers was to get rid of the Saxon element. 
This is seen in the announced purpose to take out 
Holy Ghost everywhere it occurred and to sub- 
stitute Holy Spirit and this was done, but in one 
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instance it got back into the service, without the 
knowledge and consent of the commission, when 
the bishops restored the Apostles’ Creed. The 
Latin word Spirit has not the force of the Saxon 
word Ghost, and the creed would hardly seem the 
same with spirit instead of ghost. Then to use 
both ghost and spirit made for variety. 

For strength of statement and vividness of 
expression, and Scripturalness of doctrinal 
phrasing the old ritual had most decidedly the 
advantage. 

Weakening is characteristic of the changes in ~ 
the revised ritual, and, when one considers the 
number of instances in which strongly expressed 
doctrinal statements were stricken from the old 
ritual and replaced by unemphatic and indefinite 
generalities, it is not probable that the average 
mind will perceive any compensation in any pre- 
sumed brevity. The venerable and familiar 
expression, like a departed friend, will be missed, 
and people will ask, why was it taken from us? 

When people discover what they will regard, 
or interpret, as evidences of a desire to remove 
old expressions that contained doctrinal declara- 
tions or implications, they are likely to wonder 
whether the liberty taken with the old phrasing 
did not mean antagonism to the old doctrines 
themselves, and, recalling the taking out of the 
question: “Have you saving faith in the Lord 
Jesus Christ?” they may wonder whether that 
does not indicate a weakening on the old Protes- 
tant doctrine of salvation by faith, and also other 
Scriptural doctrines. 
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Taken in connection with other asserted facts, 
the changes in the ritual do indicate a new theo- 
logical drift in the Methodist Episcopal Church, 
and many regard actual omissions of certain old 
statements as ominous. 

In the revised ritual there are very positive 
losses. There is a decided loss in rhetorical form 
and vigor of expression. In various places there 
is an unnecessary loss in clearness of formula- 
tion of Scriptural doctrines, and, in some places, 
the changes in wording will be understood as 
changing or abandoning old doctrinal teachings, 
and one of the most alarming things is that these 
changes fit in, as though they were a part of, the 
new Anti-Methodistic theological drift that is 
showing itself in other ways in the Church. 

If a fraction of the current statements on this 
point are correct, then there is an anti-Methodis- 
tic school of thought working through a few 
aggressive individuals to compel the Church to 
accept its views, and, at the present time, to 
accomplish this without constitutionally chang- 
ing the Articles of Religion or other standards 
of doctrine. The method is not that of the open 
and frontal attack, but that of the flanker, or 
sapper and miner. 

One way is to reach and misteach the more 
than four millions of children and young people 
in the Sunday School, through the Sunday School 
literature. If they can do that for a few years, 
even five, they will indoctrinate these millions, 
and remake the practical doctrines of the Church 
in five or ten years. The few who are manipu- 
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lating these matters are strategists of no mean 
order, and they mean, if they can, to revolutionize 
doctrinal Methodism. They are the “reds” inside 
the Church. 

Another way is to produce, and to have spread, 
with the imprint of the Church publishing house, 
denominational literature containing anti-Meth- 
odistic teaching, which the general and loyal 
membership will buy and read, supposing that 
as it comes from the Church it must be sound 
and safe. In this way the average person in the 
Church is to be reached. 

Another way, but in the course of a few years, 
a very influential way, is to slip into professors’ 
chairs in various institutions of learning, men 
who both believe and promote anti-Methodistic 
thought. In this way the schoolmen and edu- 
cated classes are to be reached, and the literary 
and scientific institutions will send out every 
year their hundreds of graduates, a more or less 
large percentage of whom will spread the un- 
Methodistic instruction they have received. 

Then, as a way of controlling the incoming 
ministry, the course of study is to be changed by 
throwing out sound and standard Methodist 
books and introducing those that cannot make 
true Methodist Episcopal ministers. 

And, now it looks like an effort to control the 
general membership and the congregations by a 
revised ritual. 

Nothing seems to have been overlooked by this 
little company of designers, and if this goes on 
for a few years more, the most disastrous conse- 
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quences must follow. In another generation, 
where will the standard doctrines of Methodism 
be found, and who will maintain them? 

Is the Church to have no creed and no faith, 
as a Church, but to be filled with contrary and 
destructive theological doctrines? 

Is the Church to be simply an aggregation of 
people among whom sound doctrine is to be re- 
garded as a matter of no moment, or the thing of 
least importance? 

Is the Church to be merely a huge organization 
to furnish positions and salaries, in which place- 
getting and political machinations are to be the 
chief activities, and in which groups of individu- 
als, with their organized agents and agencies, will 
determine in advance who shall be elected to 
office, what the Church must do, and what it may 
and will think? 

With all this, is the Church to stand for no 
doctrines in particular, and the individual be 
free to teach any or no doctrine, notwithstanding 
the Articles of Religion and other standards? 

Is this great organization to become a mere 
semi-secular shell with the religious spirit gone, 
and the organization at best a place-making, or 
a merely humanitarian machine, with highly 
financed benevolences, with little or no stress on 
faith, and little or no emphasis on the spiritual 
life? 

Silence or a sneer is no answer to these ques- 
tions, and they must be answered, or they will 
answer themselves. 

A ruined ritual will not correct these evils, 
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but increase and aggravate them. The Church is 
not compelled to retain such a marred ritual. 
The Church can do something about it, and that 
should be done quickly. The body that permitted 
the ritual to be injured can reverse its action 
and secure something better. It can restore the 
former ritual and then consider what should fol- 
low. The Church should act at once. 
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